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PREFACE 



In mid-1970,' as a consequence of welfare? reform legis- - 
lation then pending in the United Sta°tes Congress, the 
Vermont Department of Employment Security was chosen to test 
and document experimentation in the manpower training aspects 
of the proposed legislation. The overall objective of the 
resulting Experimental and Demonstration ' (E&D) Manpower Pilot 
Project was to explore the feasibility' and value of alternar 
tive approaches and procedures for conducting the Special , 
Work Project (Public Service Employment^ for the unemployed 
anc» Upgrading training for the working poor, as a means of 
helping to develop guidelines and other knowledge' required 
to facilitate and make more effective national implementation 
and rapid expansion of manpower projects aimed at enhancing 
the eraployability of heads (and other members) of low-income 
families. 

The project thus had two major components within the 
overall project; . 

-'^Special Work Project" whet'el^y unemployed persons, by 
performing work (at pub^^ic' and private nonprpf it 
agencies in the public .interest) can develop^ job skills 
- which enable them , to obtain nonsubsidized (private or 
public ) employment,* 

-"Upgrading training" whereby low-income employed persons 
("working poor") can develop new job skills for which 
they receive increased salary. 
•* . ^ 

More specifically the project%- 

-developed various designs for [Operating the two manpower 
programs, 

-tested operating practices to^ identify . smooth running 
procedures , ^ 

, ,-tested the feasibility and. relative ejf f ectiveness ,of 
-alternative operating procedures., ^ 

* 
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-identified problems and issues central^to the estab- 
lishmei^t and running of these programs, 

-prepared technical matoiials and other aids 'for use in 
the programs, 

« « 
-monitored 'and" evaluated uuxcomes^of activities, 

-determined requiremouta lur administration, • facilities . 
staff and financing ot luo programs, ' 

-established guides Xov determining how these programs 
might fit into the overallNuixture of manpower programs^ 
. and services at the local level, . 

' ^developed the necessary guidelines and manuals/ for 
effectively replicating the programs elsewhere,,' 

-researched and documented the effect of the program on 
^E&D manpower clients and, 

-producedWnographs on salient' aspects of project experi 
; enc^, reltevant to planning activities at the national 
. level for \implementa'tion of waif are reform and/d^ 
public service employment programs, 

♦ 

The project was initiated on July 1, ' 197 0, and terminated 
on October 31, 1973. Operation of the project was divided 
into the following segments: - . . 

-July T, igiip, through October 31, 1970: Planning, initia- 
tion, and startup, . . 

November 1, \1970, through June 30, 19714 Operations 
limitAl to Chittenden and Lamoille counties, 

July 1, 1971) through June 3o', 1972: Statewide operations 

July. 1, 1972,; through- June 30, 1973: Statewide operations 

July 1, 1973, through October 31,'' 1973: J^valuation 
writing, printing and publishing. ' . ' ■ 
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FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY 



SPECIAL WORK 



As of July 2, 1973 



Number ffumber Number 



Percentage of 
Total Enrollees 



Total Special Work ' - . 

Enrollments - ,G5j6 

Completed Trainxng^ 430 

-Completed, Placed 

in Employment - , 307 ■ 

-Completed, Placed ' 

in Work Training 26 

Total Placements . , 333 

^Completed, Placed * 

in Educatioh 'or ' 

Skill Trai^ning 6 

-Cqmpleted, Awaiting _ 

Placement 91- 

Terminated Training 226 

-G6od Cause 99* 

-Without Good Cause 127 



100% 
65.6% 

46.8% 

4/0% 
50.8% 




13 . 9% ' 
34,4% 
15,1% 
19.3% 



FINAL TRAINEE SUMMARY 



UPGRADING 



As of July 2, 1973 ^ 



Number Number 



Percentage of 
Totalv Enrollees 



Total Upgrading Enrollments ^ 144 

-Completed Training ^ , . 118 

Upgraded - 114* 

' Not Upgraded 4 

-Terminated Training —""26 

Good Cause 17 

Without Good Cause 9 



lOv^yo 

81.9% 
79.2%^ 

2.8% 
18.0%/ • 
11.8% 
■."6; 2% ' 
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SECTION I . , 
SUMMARY 

During the^ past three years,, the Vermont Department of 
Employment Security has conducted an experimental manpower proj- 
ect in the public and nonprofit sectors of the economy. This 
project used wage subsidies, to helo members of low-income families 
to obtain permaniSnt, jobs, Thia.waWaccomplished by reimbursing 
employers throiigh wage v subsidies for a portion of their costs 
^.during the initial employment perio^. 

i^eijause of- the limited nuirfb^r. of possible job opportunities 
with public and nonprofit organizations., there has been specula- 
tion that such a wage subsidy program would -have far more potential 
if it were expended to the private-for-prof it sector. This is an 
approach whi^ih has been suggested by various experts in the man- . 
power J^ield., . * ' 

This report. The Verjnont Survey of Employer Receptivity to . 
Wage Subsidy Programs m the Private Sector , details employer , 
responses to a two-phase survey designed to gauge employer re- 
ceptivity to the use of wage subsidies in ^he* private sector.. The 
sui'veVj^ld re3ultant report represent -an effort by' 'the Employment 
ServicSSroivision 6f the Vej:«ont Department of Employment Security 



to prqm^le insights regarding employers' attitudes and feelings^ 
toward ^ge subsid^^/in the private-f or-prof it sector as a mech- 
anism .fo\ ultimately placing unemployed, low-income persons In 
permanent nonsubsidized jobs. The report is comprised of four 
sections^ 

Secti^b I provides a "Summary'' of pertinent aspects af the 
overall study. ' - 

Section II deals with the introduction, puf-pose, and history ' 
of^/the two-phase survey. ' ' . ^ 

Section III. provides a detailed ';Analysis of Mail Survey 
..Responses," , , ' . 

' ^'Section IV represents a detailed ''Analysis of Face-to-Face 
Survey Responses." ' \ 

■• ' . • • . ' ■ 

Mail survey questionnaires werA sent to 1,084 employers 
subject to Unemployment Insurance coverage or approximately ■ 
one-half of such employers in Vermont witn ten or more employees 
The overall response rate was 71% . "^'€onstrucUoil -of the sample 
involved. stratification of the 2^037 Unemployment Insurance 
covered firms in Vermont "in^o four-, size -^*-oups based on the num- 
ber of employees in each..-f-irm , with the inc^iision of all firms 
with one-hundred or mer©: employe efe and random-deselection of • 
approximately one-ha^l^^ jflrms- v^d/tWless-^ th?in-<jhWhund*ed employees 
but more than nine. • ^^-^ - -• ■.. 

: The facerto-face survey , on the other hand, involved cohipLe-"*- - 
tion of extensive interviews with 269 private-f or-prof it employers"' 
although only 249 survey questionnaires could be included in the 
data base used for the analysis. (For a detailed explanation of ' 
sample selection procedures, please refer to APPENDIX A.) 

For both, the mail survey and the face-to-face survey the* 
data presented in the text are derived" from blown-up sample data 
Hence, these data are discussed as information 'that relates to 
the universe of firms in. Vermont with ten or more employees rather 
than only the firms included ia-the sample, 



A. Summary of Mail Survey Responses *• - " 

~ '■ '. ^ ■ ■ • 

Nearly one-half (46%) of all firms responding'- .to the mail ' ' ' ' 
survey indicated interest in faking part in an "i^mployriient Service' / • 
sponsored wage subsipiy program for low-income persons- 'When, the " - ' 
responses of only tljie 670 willing firms (those 46% of all firihs^ . .''"/r'y 
responding to the mail survey who ^indicated an interest in par- ' 
^t^cipating in a wage subsidy program) are considered, it is ap- 
>-parent that such\ firms are qoiitp highly receptive to a. wage subsidy 
/ program. As an example, on Question ^ (Refer to APPENDIX B) 
"Would you consider 75% of the cost being assumed by -such a pro- 
gram adequate?" positive rpsponses were provided by 64%\ of all 
respqndents and 92Jo of the willing employers. . \ - - ' 



• Willing employers were more likely than unwilling firms to 
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have previously participated in other manppwer programs 'tha4; -in- 
cluded the partial reimbursement of wages, V such as Bnr^tJ^e-job 
training -programs. Among all respondents*' 24% ' of ' emj^loyers had 
previously, participated :in such programs ;wh;^le 38% of willing \^ ' 
employers had done so. V ' * • K ' % • ' 

/. » . 

Willing employers wei-e alSo. more, likely to con^-^der- * 
one-year term appropriate for subsidy. ' Among all resj36nden4;s>, 
61% of employers responded ^positively r^garding^tti^ '.appropriate- 
ness of a . one-year term for subsidy^ whereas 85% a^,^^^^ 



employers . did so; . . y ' ^/rw^' 



Wiaiing. employers were far ni'ore likely, than' unwilling" era-^^ ' 
ployers to foresee expansion of ^t^xeir work, fprce. -within," the next' 
two years;. While.' 39% of all respondents to/t^e ipa'xi survey pre-- . ' 
^dieted expansion withihltwo years, 64% of .Willing eniployers . ' 
predicted' expansion. ' V v ."./.^-V--.^' •• 'i*- ' , 

In addition to being more likely to f orese"<^ \ex:ipansioir)i"-6f 
.their respective work forces, willing employers -Were -raorie- likely 
to believe new jobs could be created in their f ii'ms'.-if.: a''wage / • 
subsidy was available during an initial training 'pBxx6A.-\ Wherek's 
• 22% of all respondents held this ^belief ,' .-44% of v^i^^i^'hg.'.e^ioyei-s 
did so. However, eiiTen among willing;^, employ ers^ I'etSpt'ivXty to/' 
this idea v/^as noticeably less si'rbi^tTiaii-'tpWai^d other potenti4;L, ' 
aspects of a wage, 'subsidy, program; •. ■:^V will fee iioted l^.t^ri>h^jni 
dealing with the ' in-depth f aq-e^tq-^ace sdi5v©yy\oAXy 22^^'^f^''^willing 
employers among, the fac'e-to-fac^e'^s■urvey^ respLonde^ 
subsidy program -could increase. th« a)iticipat^ expansifft Tn Itheir 
workforce. .Employers: pv^r^li'wetre gi^perally noi 

the idea; thai wags' subsidies a loayKo'ouJ^^ add/iiew ^'jobsxto av'l irm^ ^1^'^ 
or- increase /anticipated expansion; ^- ^ / ' 

• .^'z'- Willing Employers famoijg mail survey respondents w^e also 
more likiely to Be willing f or' guai«ant6e . 6m^lpi^nv^nt .of trainees for 
/.,at JL6ast p'n^ year at the conclusiLoft of ' the subs:|a'y' periods ' Where- 
' as,'29% of -all respondent^ Jelt/abde .to do so.,-, 56%>of willing em.- ' . 
-players ,express,ed such -a fwiliirf^lnelss'.', ' '.'X,.- vX "^-^ 

Whe'h- .asked, "Wo.uld fflking -oi^ a^Vsub-sidized empio>^e5cre%;e 

ting',Vprk..£bEcer' willing 6mpip.^r&#were - s . 




• i;;;.]-r^Rt3?'9^&^ aimajolrity of b9ihi all ^respondents a^d willing e^r- 
" Pl^-yfir-s'^C.^.lt; the ^dunt of spb&^^dy should change depending on / 
tft^ J^r<^fepective\t5Sa4n^es or skill regtii^ements of^' 




of the job; 70% of willing employelrs heJ.d such an opinion* 

' ' • ' : * 

More employers among; bothyall respondents and. willing em- 
ployers would prefer that q, Sjaijsidy be paid t.o the employer 
rather tjaan : directly to the trainee^;* Among, aXl'^respondents, 
30%. preferred the subsidy be paid to^ the trainee,- 40% preferred 
the subsidy, be paid to^he employer,, 'and/29% .failed to respond 
to this question. Among wiiling employ^eVs, 40%' preferred the 
•subsidy be/paid directly to the ^trkinee, 56% prpf erred the sub- 
sidy be paid, to the employer, ^ and four percent failed to respond 
to this question. ' ^ 

A greater proportion of employers among both all respondents 
and willing emplpj^ers .required .11 years -or less of formal school- 
ing for entry level positiojis. Eleven y-ears or less of formal 
schooling was require^'by 42%^ of alL responding employers while 
31% requrred/>2 ^e^fs; o/ more. . Eleven ydars or less was^required 
by 57% of will>ng>'eiiii3"loyers while 34% required 12 years or more. 

Also/ willing e^iployers were more likely to train new em- 
ployees on^the job, father t'hari to require prior job-related . 
experience. . Among all respondents, 54% indicated they usually 
train new employees on the job, while 16% indicated they require 
prior job-related Experiences Among willing employers, 71% usually 
train new .employees oA the ^b^ while 13% reauire prior jo{D-related 
experience,/-^ 

-No-significant differences' were noted between all respon- 
dents and" willing employers with regard to the number of months 
it normally takes new employees to thoroughly learn their jobs. 
Among. all respondents, 22% of employers were of the opinion that 
new employees can normally thoroughly learn their jobs in less 
than six months, 30% felt that from six to 12 months is normally 
required./ 22% believed that more than 12 months is required, and 
'20% fail'ed to respond to this question. On the other hand, 25% 
of willing ^employers felt their new employees could thoroughly 
learn their jobs ii? less than six months, 39% felt that from six 
to twelve months would normally be required, 25% believed that 
more than 12 months would be required, and two percent did not re- 
spond ',to this question. 

• In like manner, no significant differences were noted be- 
tween all respondents and willing emplqj|ers with regard to the 
level of starting wages for entry level positions. Among all 
respondents,. 19% of employers paid less than $2.00 per hour as 
a starting wage for entry leveJL positions, while &0% paid, $2o00 
or more per hoi^r and 17% did Hbt respond to this question. Those 
willing employers who paid^less th^n $2.00 per hour amounted %o 
2^, while 69% paid $2.00 or more per hour and one percent failed 
to respond to this question. ^^d*. 

Finally, whereas 48% of all respoi^dents stated they "would 
be willing to provide data needed to st^y the effects of^'wagp 
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^ ^^sttte&ir^y. pkyments *'f new employees, 88% of willing ' employers 
would agree to do so, „ * * 

i r^ . 

Whfen one separates willing firms by size, certain variations 
^ can be noted. ^ ^ 

The largest willing firms, although few in number, were far 
more likely tl^an the smallest willing firms, in percentage terms, 
to have previously participated in other manpower prograins that 
^ included the. partial reimbursement of wages. Among firms with ^ 
100 or more employers , ^ 48% had previous participated.^ Comparable 
figures for prior participation for firms in other strata were 
44% in the 20-49 employee strata, 37% in the 50-99 employee 
strata, with the least prior participation in term;5 of percent- 
ages appearing in the 10-19 employee strata at 31%, 

^ Willing firms in the 50-99 employee strata were somewhat 
less likely to foresee work force expansion withifi^ the next two 
years' than were other willing firms: 53% of 50-99 employee firms 
foresaw such expansion. Comparable figures for other strata were 
63% of firms in the 100 or more employee strata, 64% in the 10-19 
' , employee strata, and a high of 66% in the 20-49 employee strata. 

Firms in the 100 or more employee strata were noticeably 
less likely to predict that new jobs could be created if a wage 
subsidy were available during an initial training period: only 
30% of 100+ employee firms were willing to predict such 'expan- 
sion. Other size firms were quite evenly distributed in their 
outlook with 47% of 20-49 strata firms, 44% of 10-19 strata farms', 
and 43% of 50-99 strata firms predicting new jobs could be created 
as a result of wage subsidies. 

Firms in the 100 or more employee strata were somewhat less 
likely to be willing to guarantee employment for bne year beyond 
the subsidy period than were employers in the other three strata. 
Only 46% of such larger firms were .willing to iflake such a guaran- 
tee. Comparable figures for other strata were. 58% for the 20-49 
employee strata, 57% for the 50-99 employee strata, and 55% for 
the 10-19 employee strata. 

Employers within the 50-99 employee Strata had the lowest 
percentage of entry level positions requiring 11 years or less 
> of formal schooling, and consequently the highest percentage of 
entry level positions requiring 12 years or more of formal 
schooling. The greatest variation occurre<l between the 50-99 
employee strata (47%, 11 years or less;. 43%, 12 years or more) 
and the 20-49 employee strata (63%, 11 years. or less; 29%, 12 
^ years or— more), ^ 1 • 

The 50-99 employee strata also tended to have the highest 
percentage of jobs that could be learned quickly: 43% of the jabs 
in this strata could be learned in six months or less. Compara- 
ble figures among other strata were 24% for the 100+ strata. 



23% for the 10-19 employee strata, and 22% for the 20-49 employee 
strata. 

No other variations by firm size appeared to be significant. 

When one ^e parates willing firms by industrial category, 
certain varia^H can be noted. 

Willing firms in the industrial category of Retail & Wholfe- • 
sale Trade Are most likely to have previously part ;lcipated in 
other manpower programs that included the partial reimbursement 
of wages (487o participation). Conversely, firms in the indus- 
trial category of Financial Insurance, & Real Estate are least 
likely to Have participated in such programs (12% participation). 

Firms in the industrial category of Manufacturing are most 
likely ^o foresee expansion of their work force within the next 
two yeai^s (78% foresee expansion). Conversely, firms in the in- 
dustrial category of Financial, Insurance, 8t Real Estate are 
least likely to foresee expansion, of th^ir work force within the 
next two years (50% foresee expansion), ' 

Firms in the industrial (Category of Construction, are i>otice-. 
ably more likely to feel that new jobs could be created if train- 
ing were subsidized (50% of Cons truct ion » firms held this feeling) 
tha:n are Financial, Insurance, & Real Estate firms who held this 
opinion least (25% felt that new, jobs could be created if a sub- 
sidy were available) . 

Firms in the industrial -category of Retail & Wholesale Trade 
we^ significantly more willing to guarantee employment for one 
year beyond subsidy than Were Construction firms, the Industrial 
category least willing to guarantee employment for one year beyond 
subsidy: 60% of Retail & Wholesale Tr^de firms_^re willing, to 
guarantee employment compared to 40% 6t,,JStrfist^^ firms. 

Firms in the industirial category of Financial, Insurance, & 
Real Estate required more formal Schooling for entry level posi- 
tions (67% required 12 years or more) than firms in other indus- 
trial categories, while^ Manufacturing and Construction firms 
required tjb^e least formal schooling for entry level positions 
(71% and 6J% respectively required 11 years or less). 

.Fi'^ms in the industrial category of Services were signif- 
icafi.tiy mora likely than firms xn all other in<^ustrial categories 
to have job^- that could be Learned thoroughly— i-n^ix months or 
less (54% hdd such easily learned jobs). ConverseFy, Construction' 
^i^"^^were most likely to have jobs that would require more than 
12 months to learn jthciroughly (58% Of Construct ion f irms ,had jobs 
requiring more than 12 months to learn thoroughly). 

Firms in the Services, category we^-e.. most likely to pay 
Less than $2.00 per hour for a starting wage (43% paid less 
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t-han $2.00 per hour^). Conversely, no firms iii^flis intiirstl»jral 
category of Transportation paid starting wages of dess than $2.00 
per hour. , » 

All other* variations by industrial category seem less sig- 
nificant than those described above. 

B. , Summary of Face-to-Face Survey Responses 

.While the mail survey sought to obtain opinions of a large 

sample of private sector employers in response to a limited number 
of questions, the face-to-face survey asked a much greater number 
of ^ore in,-depth questions to a more limited sample of employers 
(See APPENDIX C ). ' ^ ^ 

It is estimated from the face-to-face stxrvey data that 66% 
pf the private sector employers in Verirfont with ten or more em- 
^•^loyees, or approximately 1100 firms. Would be willing to partic- 
ipate in a wage subsidy program designed to move welfare recipients 
or disadvantaged workers into permanent, nonsubsidized employment. 

Thus, 66% of respondents to the fa^ce-to-face survey stated 
a willingness to participate in a wage subsidy program while »only 
46% of respondents to the mail survey $tated such willingness. 
Why ^yere face-to-face survey respondents noticeably more likely 
to agree to participate in a wage subsidy program than were re- 
spondents to the mail survey? The most*' likely explanation is that 
mail survey respondents were more of ten^unwilling to commit them- 
selves on the basis of the limited info^rmation provided to them on 
the survey instrument than were f ace-to-f ace^ survey f'espondents * 
who were provided more detailed information with wl>ich to form a^ 
judgment. Mail survey respondents were asked 16' questions, all 
of which had to be printed on an 8|" by 11'' sheet which also * 
allowed room for respbnseSc Such questions had to be asked in an 
extremely concise^ manner with a minimum of explanatory detail. 
Questions asked of face-to-face survey respondents, on the other 
hana, were stated in much greater detail, often with examples and 
definitions provided, by interviewers who had been trained to^ 
probe for specific and complete answeris." 

1. Conditions Under Which Employers Would Be Willing to Participate 
in a Wa&e Su^bsidy Program 

The estimated* 66% of Vermont private sector employers with 
ten or more employees, or approximately 4100 firms, that are es- 
timated by the f acB-to-f ace. survjey portion of this two-phase 
survey to be willing to participate in;^ wage subsidy program in- ^ 
dicated a willingness to utilize either Welfare recipients or dis- 
advantaged workers. Such willinig employers had a slight, but not 
marked, preference fpr disadvantaged Avofkers over welfare recipi- 
ents. . ' ^ , 



The greatest number of willing ^firms (366 fims) woul^.be. 



likely to accept subsidised workers into Service occunational 
groups, while 34§ fi;.ms would be likely to uti^L^siSsId^zed • 
workers in Clerical & Sales occupations. Comparable ff'-ures for 
other occupational groups show 203- firms likely to utiUze sub- 

T^'^^'f "^^^^^"^ ^^'-^^^^^ ^84 firms likely .to i?Ilfze 
subsidized workers in Structural Work, 143 firms likely to u?i- 

Ja^Lns an7?lf f'" ^5^^^^?^°"-^ ' Technical, & Managerial occu- 
P^oJ^s^InrocfuL?™/''''' '° "''^'^^ subsidized workers in ' 

-96%) s?atenhafSnH^ H^^°^'K°' ^''^''"^ ±irmsdo66 firms or 
To,, ^1 ^ ^"•^sidized jojjs within their firms would be entrv 

level jobs rather than more adxranced positions. 

tn «,h!^i^^"^ employers wei'e queried' to ' determine thei? oladni;^' a J ' 
^?uH^H ^^'^ °' jobs^with certain characteristics shourS^^BTitl 

eluded xn a wage subsidy program. Employer opinion Ls L stated' 



Low ivage Jobs. 

(Minimum wage or less) 

Jobs Without Fringe Benefits , 

Jobs Wi\thout Promotion 
Possibilities 

Seasonal ^Jobs 

\ ■ . 

Part-timeA^Jobs 

High TurnoVer Jobs 



YES 


NO 


N. R. 


78% 


21% 


1% 


72% 


27% 


1% 


6i% 


. 34% C 


^ 3% 


55%« 


44% 


1% 


48% 


50%' 


2% 


33% 


66% 


1% 



More than 71% of all empldyers willing to cart io-i nn t« Hn 
wage subsidy program>felt that 12 months of less woSh h! . h 
equate duration for k subsidy, and S Of willing •::i?oy:rr ° " 
^7^^? ""^"^^ subsitiy duration t6 be adequate Converselv 

17% of willing employers were of the nn-ini^n ?ho^ conversely, 
duration of subsiSy w6uld be 18 months 'orXe ^" "^^^"j^^^ 

y, aua two percent did not respond to this question 

ri- -^^^^^^ 
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subsidy^ levels should depend on characteristics of workers such 
as ability, experience apd education! Conversely, employers were 
not nearly as una^,imous in their opinions as to whether the' sub- 
sidy rate should depend on the wage level pf^the job,' Only 490 
willing employers (44%) felt a subsidy rate should depend on the 
wage level "of the job, 

**With regard to the level of subsidy, fully 73% of all will- 
ing employers were of the opinion that a subsidy level of 50% or 
less would be acceptable. Perhaps surprisingly; very few willing 
employers, 122 firms or 11%, felt a subsidy level of more than 50% 
would' be necessary. In other words, 812' willing employers (73%) 
would be willing to pay from 50% to 75% of a disadvantaged worker' 
salary, while the government paid the, remainder, • 

The majority of employers disagi^eed with the idea that the 
level of subsidy for each job in a contemplated wage sut^|p.dy pro- 
gram couW be determined effectively through a bidding process 
among employers. Under such a method a bid would be submitted in 
the form of a proposal by an employer stating his commitment to a 
program. The company offering the most attractive proposal and 
training plan within a given industry would be granted the first 
opportunity to participate in such a program,. Of all willing em- 
ployers, 745 or 67% did not feel a bidding prpcess would be an 
effective method of determining the level ot subsidy for various 
i^obs. ' , • 

-.^Fully 86% of all'wiLling $irras, or 952 "firms, stated, they 
would be willing to guarantee full-time, employment at the end of 
the subsidy period if the trainee performed satisfactorily on the 
job during the subsidy period. This willingness was evidenced 
by a high of 100% among firms with 100 or more employee^ to a low 
of 67% among firms with 50-99 employees. 

Ninety-five percent of all Willing employers stated that 
at termination of the subsidy period they would agjee to pay 
formerly subsidized workers the ^wage they received during the sub- 
sidy period plus increases determined through regular promotion 
policie.s'. Only three percent of willing employers w,ere unwilling 
to make such an agreement. 

Willing employers were asked whether they would prefer a 
subsidy to be paid .direct ly to the trainee or^to the employer, . 
The, majority , 643 employers or 58% preferred that the subsidy be 
paid to the employer. Conversely, 405 employers or 37% pryef erred 
that 'the subsidy be paid directly to the trainee, ^ ^ . 

. The great. majority of willing employers, 852 firms or 77% 
were of the opinion that fringe benefits should be provided to 
jjsubsidized workers. When asked if they believed the level of sub- 
sidy should apply to wages and' salary only, or to wages, salaries, 
anci fringe benefits, 604 firms or 55% stated the subs^y should 
apply to wa^es, salaries, and fringe benefits. 



, Eighty-six percanT of all willing firms, or 957 emploVers, 
were' auite wiLling to agree not to displace a regular employee 
with a subsid;ized worker dPuring the^ subsidy period. ^ ^ 

St ' . 

«> 

• ' ' y * 

The majority of willing employers., 734 firms or 66% would 
be willing to have their^supervisors participate in interpersonal 
relationships- training, while 342 employers would be unwilling to 
insure such participation; - " , ^ ^ 

Employei:»s. proved to be strong,ly in favor of fi^equent evalu- 
ations of subsidized workers. It was the opinion of 772 willing 
firms or 70% that the appropriate fre'quency of pe^foriuance evalu- 
^ations for subsidized workers is .every month. Every three months 
was viewed as the appropriate * frequency by i91 empaoyef^ or 17%, 
while 118 firms or 11% viewed every two ^months as ^an. appropriate 
frequency of *perf ormance evaluation |or "subsidized workers. | 

A total of 976 employers, or 88% of -yie/willing employers, 
indicQjfced a willingness to provide data on the employment history 
of the 'firm and the employment experience of ^ubsidlzOT workers . 
However, 127 employers, or 11% of all willing emplofdfs/, were 
either unable or unwilling to agree to provide such, ciita. 

All employers ' who were willing to participate. in a wage sub- 
sidy program were aueried as to their opinions on the valiie of 
formalized traihing as,, a supplement to a wage subsid^^program. 
Nearly four out of five ^ employers (868 firms or 78% of all will- 
ing employers) believed that subsidized wQrkers should receive • 
formal training, either on or off the job, during the. subsidy 
lieriod. Forty-six percent of willing employers or 513'firiits ' 
felt such training could best be provided on the job! Appl-oxi- 
mately 52% of all employers willing to participate in a w^ge 
subsidy program, or 572 firms, expressed a willingness to release 
subsidized workers for additional basic education if such experi- 
ence seemed appropriate. , \ ^ 

Slightly more than four out of five employers (908^'finns, 
or 82% of all willing firms) felt that the provi^ion^f siip- 



portive services such as medical, transportation^ or^ounseLing 
by the Employment Service for subsidized workers would be bene- 
ficial in thfe early stages of their training. Approximately^ 
two-third^ of all willing employers (716 or 65%) wpuld be*willing 
to allow subsidized workers a certain amount of. release time 
receive supportive services^ when necessary. Conversely, 29% of 
willing employers would be unwilling to provide sufeh. release time. 

2. Characteristics of Firms Willing to Participate -^in a! Wage . 
Subsidy Prograin ' " ^ ~, ^ — r — ~ ^ 

Approximately 26% of Vermont employers witb 10 or more em*- ' 
ployees haye previously participated in manpower programs and / 
about 30% of employers who are willing to participate in 'the wage; 
subsidy program have participated in other 'ma*npower programs. ^ .By 
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contrast i about 20% of employers who are not willing to partici- 
pate in the wage subsidy program have participated in other man- 
power programs. ' . 

i. 

With regard to industrial category of Vermont firms willing 
to participate in a wage subsidy program, the largest percentage 
of willing firms may be found in the category of Retail & Whole- 
sale Trade (425 firms or 38% of willing firms). Following in 
descending order are Manufacturing (246 firms or 22%), Seryice In- 
dustries (200 firms or 18%), Construction (153 firms or 14%), 
Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate (60 firms or five" percent ) , and 
Transportation (24 firms or a mei-e two percent of the willing em- 
ployers in Vermont). Sixty percent of Vermont ^employers expressing 
a willingness to participate in a wage subsidy program are to be 
found in the industrial categories of itetail & Wholesale Trade or 
Manufacturing. • • . y \ 

, . i \ . 

Nearly half, 534 firms or 48%, of all willing employers 
(only firms with ten or more employees were p^t of the sample) > 
in Vermont have from 10-19 employees, whil^^^an additional 434 
firms (or 39%) have from 20-49 employees. ^ Ip Vermont, willing 
employers are pretty much restricted to smaller firms; 968 willing 
employers or 87% employ less than 50 workers Conversely , only 
140 firms or 13% employ 50 orfj more workers. Firms' in th§ 50-99 ' 
employee strata are most likely to agree to participate; 83% of 
such firms were agreeable to; participation in a wage subsidy pro- 
gram, although s.uch firms rejpresent only. nine percent of all 
willing firms. In descending order , 'comparable figures for other 
strata are as follows: 78% o^ firms In the 20-49 strata were will- 
ing and such firms repre'isent ' 39% of all willing firms; 71% of 
firms in the 100 employees-or-more -strata were wiMing, but such 
firms represent only four percent of. all willing firms; only 56% 
of firms in the 10-19 employee strata were willing but such firms 
represent 48% of all willing firm^. 

When employers were,. asked if they anticipated an expansion 
in their work force during the next two years, 50% or 564 willing 
firms replied "yes," while 46% pr 514 firms replied "nQ" and 41 
firms or four percent failed to respond to this question. 

. • Differentiating. the Willing Employer from the Unwilling Employer 

The face-to-face survey of Vermont private sector employers 
found that employers who are willing to participate in a wage 
subsidy program more frequently hired large numbers- of workers 
than employers who are" unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy ■ 
program. For example, approximately ^-42% ^of employers who are 
willing to participate 'dn a wage subsidy program hired mor^ than 
ten workers in 1973 while 35% of employers who are unwilling to. 
participate in a wage subsidy program hired moxe than ten workers / 
in 1973. Similarly, nine percent of employers who are willing to 
participate in a wage subsidy program hired seven to nine workers 
during 1973 while only three percent of Employers who /re unwilling 
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to participate in a wage subsidy program hired seven to nine 
workers during 1973. However, unwilli^ng firms tended to be 
more likely to hire from one to six new employees during 1973. 
'Survey data concerning the number of new ^workers hired during 
1972 evidences a. pattern similar to that described above. 

Willing employers across all strata experienced a greater 
average growth rate during 1973 than did unwilling firms. The 
average growth rate for 1973 of willing employers in both the 
50-99 employee , strata and the 100-or--more employee strata is 
substantially greater than that 'for unwilling firms in the same 
strata. Willing firms with 50-99 employees had the highest 
average growth rate for 1976, 56%. Clearly, firms w\th a rela- 
tively'high rate of recient past expansion' tend to be more willing 
^ to participate in a wage subsidy program than a,re firms' with a 
relat:^vely low rate of recent past expansion » 

The range of variation in (Quarterly employment is gre^ater in 
firms that are williiig t^ participate in a wage subsidy program 
than in firms that are not willing to participate in a wage sub- 
sidy program for firms with 10-19, 20-49, and' lOO-or-more employ- 
ees. Only in the size group of 50-99 employees do firms that are 
willing to participate have a lower range of variation in quarterly 
employment. ^ 

>• 

With regard to the range of entry level wage rates in the 
occupations for which employers would be likely to hire subsidized 
workers, it wis., f bund that willing employers in the 10-19 employ- 
ee strata tend to pay lower average entry level wage rates than 
do unwilling employers in this strata. Conversely, willing em- 
ployers in the 20-49 employee strata tend to pay higher average 
entry level wage rates than do unwilling* emiployers in this strata. 

With regard to utilization of alternative recruitment methods, 
it was found that both willing and unwilling employers across all 
strata apply a great deal more importance to the Vermont State 
Employment Service' as a source of recruitment for new workers than 
they apply to private employment agencies. However, employers 
who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy program in all 
sizes of firms utilized private employment -Agencies less than em- 
ployers who kre wiljting to participate in a/ wage subsidy program. 

/* * ' ' 
4. Impact Considerations 

When as|ted if they anticipated that their nonsubsidized 
personnel would cooperate fully with any subsidy program the em- 
ployer might decide to participate in, only 68 employers^ or six 
percent of the willing employers, anticipated lack of cooperation 
from nonsubsidized personnel. The great majority, 950 firms ox 
86%-,, anticipated complete cooperation. In fact, 786 firms, or 71% ^ 
of all willing employers, did not believe that taking on subsidized 
workers would create. any problem's whatsoever among their existing 
work foirce; however, 273 firms or 25% did anticipate problems, ^ 
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'Forty-thrxBe pex^cent. of willing employers, or 473 firms, 
stated a belief that a wage subsidy program could give some' 
firms a competitive advantage over other firms. On the other 
hand, 594 firms or 54% did not expect that a wag'e subsidy pro- 
gram in one firm would create a competitive advantage over other 
firms. Employers were less willing to state the opinion that 
any such advantage might be significant. Only 174 employers or 
16% believed that the potential amount of competitive advantage 
created by a wage subsidy program could be significant, and 337 
employers or 30% did not believe it would be significant. How- 
• ever, 597 employers or 54% did not respond to the issue of degree 
of potential competitive advantage., ^ 

\^hen employers were asked if they anticipated an expansion 
in their work force during the next two years, 554 or 50% of the 
willing? firms replied ^^yes.^^ However, when employers were asked 
their opinion as to whether or not a wage subsidy program couJLd^ 
increase tfee anticipated expansion in* their respective work forces 
during the next two years, only .238 employers or 22% -replied 
^ 'yes.'' More than 73% oi- 811 employers felt a wage subsidy program 
would not increase anticipated expansion in the work force. 





SECTION ' I I-H • . - 

INTRODUCTION - . S " ' . . 

This report is the result Sj a two-phase survey made by the 
Vermont Department of Employm^ir Security regarding the recep- 
tivity of ^private employers in Vermont toward wage subsidies in 
their sector of the economy. Tli^e Vermont l5&partment of Employ- 
ment Security was initially fundied by the Department of Labor to 
operate an. Experimental and Den^onstration (E&D) Manpower Pilot 
Project for a .three year periodf The project coramence,d on July ly 
197a and continued i.t^ operational activities through June 3^0, 
1973. .V 

The project was initiated >because of the interest in welfare 
reform le^slation under consideration at . that time at the na- 
tional lev^l. fhe project consisted of two ^manpower components,-' 
the major one of which was 'qalled the Special Work Project or 
Public Service Employment. ^^TH^ project was an ex^>^iment designed 
to provide those with manpower i^lanning responsibility with basic 
' empirical data on the effectiveness of PSE as a mechanism to 
assis^t members of low-income families with children and welfare 
recip^ients in moving into full-time nonsubsidized employment." The 
main concern of the program was in developing meaningful job 
opportunities with public and nonprofit private employers in which 
to place clients to provide thfem with work experience. The ob-- 
jective of this experience was> to instill proper work habits and 
knowledge to the participants so ^at they could move into the 
regular labor force and thus reduc^ their dependency on public - 
funds. J " ^ . ^ 

One of the more important issues identified during the op- , 
erati^onal phase of the Special Work Project was that the utiliza- 
tion of only public and nonprofit organizations as sites for 
'''work experience*' imposed severe limitations on the ability *of 
^clients to be absorbed into ttte labor market. There were a numb- 
ber of reasons for arriving at this con^clu^^. First, the 
public sector had. a limited quantity of pe/manent jobs available 

' in which to retain many of the large number-^ of clients who had / 
received work experience. Second, there were a limited number' 
of types 'of jobs in the public sector which were analogous to 
jobs in the open labor-market. Third, because of budgetary con- 
straints many public sector employers could not fund additional 

^' jobs without continued subsidization from an outside source. 
Fourth, there were often restrictions on hiring practices in the 
public sector because o* civil service and state merit system re- 
quirements that had to be met. Finally, there was limited 
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'transferability" of job- training experience from the public 
sfector to the private se^tof because- o"f dissimilarity in the 
types .of jobs. • • 

A ■ ' - ' J 

.•In;^view of these limita'tions , the Vermont.. E&D Pro'ject felt 
that-i-t was essential' to explore new methods of achieving em- 
ployment for unemplpyed member^s of 'low-income families 'with " 
children. One of the alternatives advanced that seemed to have 
-particular merit ^as that of testing the range of employment 
oRpprtunities in the private sector through a wage subsidy pro- 
; gram ar Special Work in the private sector. The objectives of 
such' a test would- be to determine whether or not the absorptive' 
capacity of the labor market could be substantially ihcreased for 
unemployed members of low-income, families with children bj^ pro- 
viding them with "work experience" with private' sector employers 
Further, itv would be usdd to d«3;ermine if clients would be better 
quaaified to compete for exi^tin^obs more closely resembling 
. ' i^hose in the open labor market, an^ to see .if clients could 
-achieve greater transferability from temporary work experience 
to permanent nonsubsidized employment. 

Ip adviice of funding a possible experimental project of 
this nature, the Department of v Labor felt, it necessary to con-. 
, duct a surviey of private sector employers to determine their 
, receptivity towards such a 'wage subsidy program. 

' ' ' ■- 
. ' "The following^ report is an analysis of surveys conducted by 
the Vermont E&D Project to- 'determine the receptivity of private 
sector 'Employers in Regard to a wage subsidy program. Two sep- 
arate su-rveys were^ c'onducfed: first, a' mail questionnaire with 
a sample of ' firmfe covered, by . unemployment insftrance, and second 
a face-to-face interview with a selected sampLe of covered em- 
.-. ployers. • . . ' • • • 

. • During the second year of the Vei'mont E&D Project a request 
was made. for, modification of the project guidelines to allow for 
subsidizatijon of w&ges in private industry for nonproduction re- 
., lated j,obs. The Verrtont -legislature had in recent years passed 
^ ; _ significant JLegislat ion d^n the fields of Occupational Safety 
.j.^ (Act 205, the Vermont'' Occupational Safety and Heal'th Act), En- 
vironmental protection (Act 250), and Water Classification and 
..Pollutiari Control ,(Aot 252). This legislation placed additional 
'burdens on private. ^indush:ry and required majoi- changes in* opera - 
tions involving financial investment. Although these require-? " 
ments did not necessarily increase productivity, they were part 
, *of the "social costs"^ qf doing _ business in a community. It was 
felt at that time that n§w jobs*could be created in the private 
sector in areas that would not be production related and 'thus ' 
. would not establish a competitive advantage of one firm over ' 
another. The intent of this "experimental effort was to subsidize 

.-'"Covered employers" are those employers subject to unemploy- 
ment compensation coverage. », . * - i 
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wages of members of low-income families with child.ren during an 
interim training period J:o assist private ^industry in Uie initial 
stages of changing over to meet new legislative mandates. It 
was hop6d that new jobs fcould be created without competitive ad- 
vantage accruing to the firm because a nonproduction related job 
was being subsidized. 

Tha, Vermont E&D Project received. authorization to experiment 
^with subsidization of nftnproduction related ^jobs in the private 
or profit making sector on a limited scale. The object was to 
determine whether Special Work could be used effectively to place I 
unemployed Low-income members, of families with children in jobs 
created through the efforts of employer^ to pay the social cost 
of doling that business. ' ^ 

Efforts by local office job developers proved^ fruit less in 
obtaining nonproduction related jobs aj^ envisioned ifor this 
experiment. Most firms affected by the legislative mandates wexe 
not large .enough to employ an individual full time on jobs in these 
categories. Mosf larger* f inns that were required to meet legisla- 
tive specifications had already made arrangements and were not 
intereste^d in a wage subsidy ' program for these jobs. \ ^ , , 

% ^ . ' ^ V>/^ 

' During the-'third year of the E&D Project, a proposal was _ 
submitted by the Vermont Department of Employment Securitygj^ ^ 
conduct an^ experiment providing wage subsidies' in^ the prlvia:t<r " 
sector for any type of jobo Under this arrangement, Wages^-of'/un^ S 
employe^ low-income family members with children would have\b^q^ ^ 
subsidized for regular entry level jobs whether or not^such :j;db%^^/^ 
were prdduction related. They would have to have been jobs ^Vfi;^^^^' 
openings were avail^le in the^economy and the probability of rfe- 
tention or transferability existed. * ^' 



there had been much interest within th^ Department of Labpr 
and private research Organizations to experiment with wage sub- 
sidies in the private sector. Afer giving the proposal serious 
consideration, it wa^s decided by the Office of Research and De- 
velopment ^ Manpower Administration, that a preliminary study 
should first be undertaken. It was envisioned tha"^ this, study 
should be in the form of a survey to determine the attitudes of 
employ^ers in the private sector' toward wage subsidy programs in 
general and to see how receptive they might be to various aspects 
of such programs. 

In August 1973, an agreement ^as reached to conduct a two- 
phase survey of covered firms in the state orf Vermont. The first 
survey was to be a mail survey of a selected group of Vermont em- 
ployers to be determined later. The second survey ^was tq be a 
more in-degth interrogation by conducting pers^^nal interviews 
with, a smaller group of Vennont employers. The size of' this sample 
was also to be determined at a later date. After the surveys were 
conducted, tlie results would be tabulated, analyifced and reported. 
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f-' V In 0<S,t'obei(; 1973 -a r.psearch organization was contracted to • 
%ssis^: the-VeniionfEferl Project staff , in. their efforts to conduct 
• thi^'5sur\^ey.r -This con'sulting \firm\was brought in to. augment;- t|^e 
std-ff in certain are^^siwhere expertise was needed, including . 
sample selection criteria, validation of responses, and analysis 
of final tabulations of • responses forboth surveys. For a detailed 
explanation pf " stirvey • structure , sample selection, and survey pro- 
: cesses,,- -please •re:Cer-tG- APPENDIX A. 





SECTION III ' - 

: ' . ANALYSIS OF MAIL SURVEY RESPONSES 

} A. Sample Design 

-* _ 

The mail survey is based on a simple, random, stratified 
sample. ^No employers were selected with less than 10 employees, o 
and a census was taken of all employers with 100 or more em- 
ployees. Firms' with 10-99 employees were divided into three 
groups, i.e., firms with 10-19, 20-49, and 50-99 employees, and 
50% of the firms in each of these size groups were included in 
the sample. ' 

' Part of the data processing of the information collected 

for the survey involved "blowing up" or "grossing up" the sample 
data. This step was undertaken so the survey information would 
apply to all firms with ten or more employees rather than to just 
the firms surveyed. Justification for sijch a practice depends on 
the sample design, sample selection process, and sample size; 
the Vermont sample for the mail survey satisfies all the require- 
" ^ ^ ments. The sample is simple and random, the sample frame was 

fully defined, and the sample selection process was computer ex- 
ecu4:ed ta randomly select each firm included in the sample. 
Finally, the sample includes 1084 firms, and consequently is large 
enough to justify inferences concerning the , universe of firms in 
Vermont under s'tudy. 

The "blowing up" process involved double counting the in- 
formation collected from all firms sampled with 10-99 . employees . . 
This step was ^ undertaken because only half .the firms in this size' 
range were included in the study and the sample design is such 
that the firm's not included in the study can be assumed to be 
identical to the firms inpluded in the sample with respect to the 
information collected in the survey. Information from firms with 
100 or more workers was no*t doubled because a census wa:^\taken of 
these firms, as is noted alcove. * ' j 

\.The data presented in the text- are derived from bloyj^fUj^^-^J^ 
^ sample data. Hence, .these data are discussed as inf orma4±pnytrhat 

'relates to the universe of firms in Vermont with ten or more em- 
ployees rather than to only -jthe firms included in the sample. 

* A not^of caut^ion is necessary .vith regar*^ to possible bias 
in non-response to the mail survey. ' The final tabulation of re- 
sponses' to Questional of the mail survey indicates that 46% of 
employees would be interested, in taking part in a wage subsidy 
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program. A tabulation of the last p3 responses to the ouesxiou- 
naire indicates, however, that only of, these 63 Employers 

are interested in taking part in a wage subsidy program. The 
difference in these percentages creates the suspicion that higher 
proportions of employers who are favorably disposed to a wage 
subsidy program: responded to the survey than employers who are 
unwilling to participate in the program. Non-response tg^the 
mail survey consisted of 310 employers, or 29% of those liofceiving 
questionnaires, ' ^ 

Statistical tests applied to the first 625 and the last 63 
rfesponses to Question 1 on the mail survey indicate a significant 
difference between response rates. That is, the difference be- 
tween the* percent of employers who are willing to part icipate^in 
a wage subsidy program in the first 625 and the last 63 question- 
naires returned in the mail survey, 49% and 33% respectively, is 
too great to have occurred by chance 99% of the time,' Hence, the 
diffeience 1$ explained by differences in employer willingness to 
participate in a wage subsidy program or some other factor yet to 
be identified, 

This section of the total report describes the results of 
the mail survey conducted during the first three months of 1974 
to explore employer receptivity towax?ds a potential experimental, 
and demonstration p'^oject designed to provide wage subsidies to 
firms in the private\^ectpr of Vermont, \ The scope and response rate 
of the mail survey is described in T.ABLE' 1 . 'Thi^ table indicates 
that questionnaires were sent to 1,084 employers or approximately 
one-half of the employers in Vermont with ten or more employees, 
and that, the overall response rate was 71%, Construction of the 
sample iriyolved stratification of the 2,037 firms in Vermont into 
four size groups based on the number of employees in each firm, 
inclusion of all firms with one-hundred or more employees, and 
random selection of approximately one-half of firms ^jvith less than 
one-hundred employees. Finally, TABLE 1 indicates that response 
rates within the individual strata are within six percentage . 
points of the overall response rat^e of 71*%, 
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TABLE 1 



Scope and Response to the Vermont 'Mail Survey 



No. 
of 

Emplo'yees 

10-19 
20-49 
50-99 
100+ 
TOTAL- 



No. of 

Firms 

in Vermont 

1059 

672 

174 

132 
2037 



No. of Firms 
Included in the 
Mail Survey 

529 • 
336 
87 
132 



1084 



Response to 
the Mall 
Survey 

373 
239 
60 
102 
\ 774 



Percent 
Response to 
the Mail Survey 

70.5 
71.1 
70.0 
77.3 
71.4 . 



B-. Employ er Response to Each Question in the Mail Survey 

■ 

The mail survey contained 15 multiple choice questions con- 
cerning employer attitudes towards a wage subsidy program (Refer 
to' APPENDIX B ) and requested airy additional comments that employers 
might wish to provide. TABLE 2 provides a summary of employer re- 
sponse to each of the 15 questions and indicates the number of em- 
ployers that provided additional commeilts on the questionnaire. 

♦ 

TABLE 2 indicates that roughly one-half (46%) of employers 
responded positively to Question 1; that is, they indicated a 
willingness to take part in a wage subsidy program for low-income ^ 
persons sponsored by the Vermont Department of Employmeni;. Security . 
Sixty-four percent of the firms (923 ^f irms) responded positively 
to Question 2 which asked whether or not a 75% wage subsidy is 
adequate; and 24% of the firms (344 firms) indicated through 
Question 3 that they had previously participated in manpower pro- 
grams that ifncluded partial reimburs'dment 'of wages. 

Sixtyyone percent of employers responded through Question 4^ 
that one y4a£,is an appropriate duration for a wage subsidy, and 
39% of the flrh^s surveyed revealed through Question 5 ^that they 
anticipated an expansion* of ;their work force within the next two 
years.. TWenty-two percent of tlife firms (320 firms), by contrast, 
indicated through Question 6 that they cpiLl4-preate new jobs if 
a wage subsidy was available. . ^ -^-^ . 

Twenty-nine, percent of the;firms (416) expressed a,, willing- 
ness to guarantee employment of the trainee at the ^d of a one 
.-year ^^subsidy period ;ehrough Question 7 and 23% of surveyed fims, 
(334) indicated through Question 8 that employment of subsidized 
workers would not create persontiel problems among existing work ♦ 
forbes. Employer response to Questions 9 and 10 indicated 55% 
of the-employ^^t^s-rsurveyed believe that the amount of subsidy l_ 
should depend on abtlities^.of. subsidized workers or skill re- 
quirements of the- jol>, an<4 41% of employers (586 firms) prefer 
to have the^'subsiciy' ))aid to .them 'Wthfer^than to the trainee. 
Thirty percent '."dlrfirms prefer to ;ha've: wage subsidies paid t 
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-workers theijiselvis , .and 30% of employers did not respond +o ,this 
question. (An overview of the pattern of non-response to all 15 
questions is a,lso provided by TABLE 2. ) 

, Thirty-one percent or 455 of the firms requir^new workers 
to have 12v.or more years of education. About 42%- or 613 of the 
employers r'equire 11 o'r less years of schooling as job entry re- 
quirements, and 22% of. employers did not respond to this Question. 

., Employer response to Question 12 reveals that 54% or 780 
of the firms undec- study usually train new employees themselves^ 
rather than require workers to h^ve prior job-related experience* 
Response to Question 13 indicates that employer estimates of the* 
length of time new workers take to thoroughly learn their jobs is^ 

a. less than 6 months in\-22% of sampled firms 

b. 6-12 months in 31% of < sampled firms. '• 

c. more than 12 months in 22% of sampled firms 

Nineteen percent '(269) of the Employers surveyed indicated ' 
through Question 14 that their starting wage for entry level 
positions is less than $2.00 an hour and 60% (871) of employers ' 
indicated that such wage rates exceed $2.00 dn hour. Forty-eight 
percent or 701 of the employers und,er study expressed a willing- 
ness to provide data needed to study the effects of,a wage subsidy 
program through Question 15, while 22% of employers. expressed an 
unwillingness to provide such data,. 

Additional information collected in the mail survey includes 
written comments on some aspect of 'the survey which 32% of the 
employers who responded to the quest,ionnaire provided voluntarily 
These comments are summarized in APPENDIX D . 
' _ i 

Finally, non-response to Question 1, which concerns employer 
Willingness to participate in a wage subsidy progra;n, is less 
than. one percent, while non-response tb the other 14 questions 
ranges from about 13% to 30%, and exhibits no clear pattern. Lack 
of contextual information related, tg. certain questions asked 
however, is one possible explanatioa-f or variation in response 
rates among questions. For example, noQ-response to Question 3 
which, asks whether or not employers previously participated in 
manpower programs, is 13% and the question is probably easily 
comprehensible to employees without provision of further informa- 
tion. Non-response to Question 2, however, is 27%. This question 
probes employer views concerning the' adequacy of a 7 5% rate of 
wage subsidy, but does not provide information on such aspects of 
the question as descripti,ons, of the type of jobs or qualifications 
of the workers involved in the subsidy. Contextual aspects o^ 
this quastion-and-thfe o'thers included in the mail survey were ' 
•purpo'sely^not added to minimize the' complexity of the' question- 
naire and help insure high response rates. 
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C. Responses of Employers Willing to Participate in a- Wage * 
Subsidy Prograni '' ' 

When the responses of only the 670 willing firms, (thot^e-wh'o 
answered "yes" to Question 1) are examined, the. results are 
quite different from the overall responses. . TABLE 3 presents - 
the overall responses when the answer to Question 1 was "yes." 

Reference to TABtiE 3 indicates that 617 willing 'firms (92%) 
said a 75% wage subsidy would be adequate (Q2), .and 572 (85%) 
willing firms believed a one-year subsidy would/ba appropriate 
(Q4). 

Of the 670 positive responses, 38% of the employers have, 
previously participated in manpower programs (Q3). 

Expansion of the work force within the next two years (Q5)' 
was antipipa'ted by 428 willing firms (64%), while only 294 (44%) ' 
fe.lt that new jobs could be created if tra^ining. were subsid:^ed 
; (Q6); 373 firms (56%) indicated they would be willing to guarantee 
employmei^t for. a year following the gubs:^dy period- (Q7),- 

Regarding whether or not taking on subsidized- employees 
would create problems, 538 willing firtas (80%) felt that the sub- 
sidized employee would not represent a problem to the existing ^" 
work force (Q8). 

Seventy percent of willing employers (473) felt that the' 
subsidy should be proportionate to skill and ability (Q9), while ' 
385 (577o) had entry education requirements of 11' years or, l.ess 
(Qll), and 479 (71%) firms usually trained new employees rather' 
than requiring job-related experience (Q12). As to' the length 
of time required for a new employee to learn his job ("Q13), 261' 
(39%) firms responded that it took six to 12 months, 165 (25%) o 
said less than six mon.ths , and 169 (25'%) firms said more than 12, 
months; finally, 59 firms (nine^ percent) had jobs in all cate- ' 
gories. (The responses of the 59 firms that had jobs in ^IL • 
three duration of learning categories, however, are not tabulated 
in TABLE 3 . ). With, regard to wages, 466 firms (69%) had starting'-.- 
wages of more than $2.00 per hour (Ql'4). . -, 

The majority of willing employers who responded to Question 
10 (373 or 56%) preferred having the subsidy paid to themselves 
rather than directly to the trainee, but 271 (40%) preferred 
having the trainee paid directly. 

Employers who are willing to participate in a wage subsidy* - 
program indicated a willingness to provide data on th6 effect of ' . 
the subsidy on new employees (Q15), with 587 (88%) responding 
''yes.'* ' ' . 

^Additional comments were at tachedbv204 firms (30%' of the 
willing firms"). * Many of these comments arfevj.ncluded in APPENDIX D. 

25 



ERLC 



O 



c 

a 



11 



g a 

»- 
at 

s 

O 

o o 
z a 




I O M 
H 



u 




3 a I 

O -H ( 



au9 H 0) 



"t: 



SI 

'J. 



^2" 



> 
ft) 

M ft) 
a u 



I 

o 

a >^ 



3 O 

O ( 

>s C ( 

SO I 

•H < 
CO 



I C C*. 



3 .H 



0) 

C 0) 
fl3 ft) 

flj -O 

60 (0 

3 C 3 



O M 

o c 

- rH O 

3 a >s 

O B ft) 

rs ft) u3 



«) B 

' ft) p. 

>\r-l ft) 
CO »4 O 

« _ _ 

3 ft) 5 
O >, O 

a o >s 



3 O . 



>s ft) 
q ft) 
fri c 

•H 

O /-\ flJ 

•o ^ o 
* u 

) <^ 

^ ft) >s 
3 « -O 
(0 C .r4 < 
^ -H CO . 
«9 U9 ( 

jj fci 3 : 



(8 



) ^ Ok 

I o u 
• z o 

B 



(4 rH rH rH 



3 

O >s I 



O CTjB 
ft) 4J 
rH Q£ O 



ERIC 



2 26 h" 



etc 
<a (0 

CO u 

0) 4J 

ft) 

2^3 

poo 
'a 



Z M 

w ft) 

CO XJ 
0) O 

o . V. 

fi. ft) 4J 

goe; o 



• CM 



3 W J3 ><='^ 

3 M O O 
l>< Z 

: tv. c 

; ii; i d 

) ft) e c 

I rH »0 eg 

) C ft) c ^ f 

> 2 ft) flj I 

s jC jC vC ft) 
I U O 4J,^ u 
I rH ' • O 

4 CO a CO »4 B 

<0 S CO ft) 

ft) S ft) jc (0 
c S C iS « 

•H O -H 



00 0} 

U •H 

o 

»2 



■J 



CO (0 



to c 



5 

ecu 
r: X 



<M 
p w 

O 

w 

(0 

CO ft) 



(Q ClO 

O jc c 

Z •r^ cv. 

^ 4J <M 

ft) »4V> 

C/> C 4J 

g B CO 



3</> >s'J 



JC 

CO eo ft) 4J 
ft) otf »4 0 

r-l J3 



I JO Cv. 

I 9 CO 

i CO ft) 

I . ft) 

I o - 



ft) « < 



^7 



Responses by Size of Firms Willing to Participate in a Wage 
Subsidy Program \ ~ ;; 

More information is revealed when the responses of the 670 
(46%) willing firms are tallied by size groups (numbef of em- 
ployees). The 670 /'yes" responses to Question 1 were distributed^ 
by size of firm as describe^ below in TABLE 4 > 

TABLE 4 

Distribution of Willing Firms by Size of Firm 

No. of Firms Within Each %.of All Willing 
Strata Responding ^ Firms Responding 

; Size of Firm (strata) 'Tes" to Ql "Yes^^ to Ql 

10-19 employees 300 44.8 

20-49 employees 256 38.2 . 

50-99 emplpyees ^ 60 9,0 

100+ employees 54 8 0 

' TOTAL . 670 ^ ^ * TOOTO 

''as indicated by TABLE 4 , the largest absolute response to all 
> questions was received from firms with l6-19 or 20-49 employees. 

While it is clear that the small and medium-sized firms. responded 
.affirmatively to the questionnaire more often, the percentage of 
yes/no answers to each question within each strata category is the 
true indicator of the significance of the^ responses for that par- 
ticular size group.' The followi-ng paragraphs present an overall 
descriptioa of the data by strata breakdown determined by the size 
of the firms. The percentages of yes/np .responses to Questions 
2-16 from group to group, however, show general trends of agree- 
ment (See - TABLE 5 ). 

Some firms in each^size group had participated in manpower 
programs previously (Q3), with the highest percentage of firms 
occurring in the 100+ category (48% or 26 firms) and the highest 
actual participation in the 20-49 category (112 firms or 44% of 
the firms in this, category) . Overall, 38% or 254 interested firms 
y had previously participated in manpower programs. 

From 87% (52 yeses from the 50-99 group) to 94% (282 yeses 
-in the 10-19 group) of firms in each;.-gl'oup replied that a 75% 
subsidy ^ould be adequate (Q2), and 'Si3% (212 firms in the 20-49 
group) to 92% (50 firms, in the 100+ group), felt that a one-year 
' subsidy period would be appropriate (Q4). ' The total of all re- 
sponses of interested firms to Q2 and Q4 was 92% (617) and 85%. 
(572) respectively. A cross-analysis of Q2 and Q4 is presented 
later in this report. A majority of employers (56% or 373 firms) 
said they preferred having the subsidy paid to them rather than 
directly to the employee (QIO)-. iThe range of these was 52% 



ERIC 



28 



oicy 



0} 



O C 



o 

00 



o 

0> 



00 
<0 



O H O 
<0 H to 



a; 



• o 
o o 



9 

< < 



to 

I 

m 
c 

o 



i 



o o 



o o 
« o 



<o 
^ <o 



<o 
^<o* 



00* 



O CO 



CO 



O CO 
O O H H 



CO 



(O CO 



o 
o o 



CO CO 



CO 


a 


CO 


do c: 
<o<o 


H 


(o cr 


. <o 


CO 


CO 


M (O 
W CO 


O CO 
1/) CO 


w'co 



H CO 
0) 
CO (O 



CO 
W CO 



CO to 



>& 0) 



CO 



CO o 
CO 



CI 



\n to 



CO 
CO* 



in 



to CO; 



o (b 
^ to 



H O 



Id 



CO 
W CO 



^ o 



H W 



to CO 



to CI 



to vo 
O) to O) to 



o 
o o 



to 
o to 



o 

H d 



o o 
CI o to o 



to CO 



to d 



o 
o o 



CO o 



o ^ 



o 
to o 



CO CO 



CO 
CI CO 



O CO JO CO 

in 00 N CO 



CI 

CO to 



o 
o o 



o to 
to 



o o 



tfir.to 



o o 



3' 



o 
o 6 



' 0 



o 

8^' 



CO 
N CI 



CI^Tl* 



00 to to o 

to CI CI H 



O CO 



COT* 



8S 



10 CI 



a 
o o 



OS c 



to 
CI o 



^ CO 

o to 

CI 



^ H 

CO H 



CO 0) 
CI 



o 
e CI 



CO 
O CO 



- <0 
to in 



N CO 



. to in 



to 

[» CI 



^ CO 
00 CI 



_ to 

O CO 



HX 

/ 



CO 

to in 



to to 



CO 

o to 

N 



OtO CO to 
00 CI H 



to 
CI d 



o to 

CI 



o to 

QO CI 



o to 

00 d 



c c- >» 

^ • a-o 

•O « U » iH 

o tea » 

4-> C O 9 9 
W-H |4 CO o 

8> a ^ 

»4 ^ O > 

o 0 >» bfi o 

"H TJ H |4 

o ♦'•r* ► a 

^ H CO 

9 •H 9 m V o 

O U OB « ^ 
>»-H 3 

*» o vi CO 
e h M e > 

h Cl « COT) f< 

< a» IH MS 



I 

o 

c- u 

.§a 

a 

0 14 0 

♦* P» <M 
O.U u 

■H O >» 
O > H 

^ o 

** ,Q.tt 

ua 
ct e| CO 



I 

a c- 
c- <« 

>>0. CO 

X ^ l4 O 

^ O l4 >>0 

CO O CI 

jO O » CO 

9 O ^ jO 

CO CO |4 X o 

o 9 o -n 

14 (4 O C 

O O >t 
'HU fl O 
VI -H O 
O 9 O 
O O 

d >t a u iH 

O »4 9 

tk Q r< O O 



Ctf O |4 
»4 N (« 
♦* -H 3 
(A 

VI -H 
•H » a 

JQ O 
9 >» 
O CO 

♦* -o 

ft 0<H 

O l4 9 

l4 O O 



u o 
o c- >» 

H -H CO 
09 jQ 
•(-> jQ 9 
C 9 CO 
O 00 

■ m 

O 0*0 

So o 
Alt 



o wo 

O.VI to 
(4 00 

o o 
Xi[p -a 



O. U p Q.IH 
O S O O 



O >.V) 



^ o ^ 
o >t<M cn 

« "H >t>* 

C iH <D^ 
O -H ^ 
•H JD CO C* 
4>> A jQ O 
*\ 3 O 
O <H CO C3 
Q.IH -H 
O -ri >tH 
UM 9t U 
0. CO P« -M 



5^ o 

C CO ^ (4 
>t (4 OM^ O 

.0 -H ^ * fl 

M 3 WW 

0. o* d (4 

So g 00 09 o 

(4 3 00 CO 

<s O Od 

o-o - - ' 



O O >« (4 (4 • 



ERIC 



o ^ 

.4* 

W^ M O ( " 



ass 

29 



O CO o ^ 

coco > 
a w a w o 

•H -H P9 

(4 00 44 (0 A 
4J O 4>> o o 
O O 1^ 

.0 0 0 0 • 
>%wi >«H 0*^3 

CI* 



>« 
a w c 

(4C- (4 

(10 « 

o 

»H to *^ 

o a o 
o d o 

0<M O 



o 

w . d 
00 H 

o o 
fi as e 

to « 
d £ 
O H +J 

« I 

£tO O 

^ (4 

* o 
I u n 



8! 

a ' a It J 
« a d a d 



O i3 CO 

»H V O 



• ► ^ 

^fH CO 
3 O 
Li -H^d 

0<P 

S bO (4 d 

» o «<4 

0 d 09 a 

3 > £ 
3-M 
tH O 
D C<|>t 00 

, 00 

1 a 00 o 



o « e 

* J3 C- 

d o n ^ 

4» (4 <M 

O CO «9 

a u 

d (« d 

S O M 



aO 00 O O K (4 O 



"3! 



« ^ c- 

<M 3 CO 
« 00 o 

VI >»N 
0 0 0*0 
"O »H O 

•H -M aj3 
> u a o 
o^d) o « 

14 Vl -M 
Q.VI » <M 

o o < , 
9 a 

O >t 09 

PsT) a <M 

3 0 0 

H 00 i 
3 § 
. O O O 
)|K 00 u 



AO 



. 0156 firms in the lp-19 group) to -61% (33 firms in the 100+ 
group), among the four strata groups... 

Expansion of the -work force within two years (05) was ex- 
'pfected by 53% (32 firms in the 50-99 group) to 66% (170 firms 
in the 20-49 group). .Question 6 (Could npw jobs be created if 
f'ff^S^"?^'^"'^ subsidized?)- yie-lded-relativeiy-.idw percentages of 

■ Iw^n'oJ^i^ respons^e, from.30% (16 firms in the 100+ group). to • 
47% (120 firms in the, 20-^49 grou^) . .Related to this, from 46% 

. (25 .firms in' the 100+ group)" to 58% {'148 'firms in the 20-49 
group)- of the firms were willing to guarantee employment .for a ' 
year following the subsidy (07). The relationship, of yeses to" 
Q5, 6 and 7 .by strata are shown in TABLE 6. 



- ... TABLE 6 ' • , * 

Percent o f Affirmative Responses to Questions 5. 6 and 7, 

by Size of Firm ' 

„. ^ Foresee Q6: Create new Q7 : Guarantee employ- 

^rata expansion , jobs ment for a year 

' ' ^. V' , ~ '- j- 

^ Yes - % of Yes • '. ' % of Yes 



^0-1^' ^4.0 44.0 ^ 

20-49 . • 66.4 . 46.8 

50-^99 , 53.3 43.3 

100+ . * 62.9 , 29.6 



57.8 
56.6 
46.2 



A cross-analysis of Questions 5 and 6 is also presented • 
later in this report. ; 



r538 or f J? t indicated that most willing employers 

(538 ,or 80%) felt that a subsidized employee would kot be a prob- 
lem on the work force. Firms in the 20-49, group ' anticipated a ' 
prpblem least wit^i 85% (218 firms) answering no.' The largest per- 
certt of ."yes" was in the 50-99 group '(six firms or. ten percent) 
as well- ^s the largesft number of "non-response" (23%0. 



A Vange of 67% (40.firm^ in. the 50-99 group) to 73% (186 
^irms in the 20-^9 group) gf employers in, the four groups felt 
'l^ should .^je-proportiona^te to skill and ability, with 

7;0% of all anawering "^.es" (Q9).. a siightl"^ lower range 47% 
(28 firm§ in the 50-99 group) to 63% (162 firms in the 20-49 
group) required 11 ye^rs or less education (Qll) for entry nosi- ' 
tions. Of all the Willing employer^, 57% or 385 firms,' required 
IL years orless education and 34% ^230 firms) required 12 or more 
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years ^of education. To Question 12, regarding training of new ^ 
employees, the four groups responded that from 68% (2Q4 lirms 
in the 10-19 .group) to 76% (194 firms in -the 20-49 group) did 
provide training to new employees, and the overall total was 71% 
(479 firms). Firms in tlie 20-49 and 50-99 groups provided the 
highest percentages of training, 76% (194 firms)* and' 73% ' (44 
firms) respectively. The 10-19 and 20-49 groups had the highest 
number of firms providing training with 204 (68%) and 194 (76%) 
respectively. 

^ Question 13, which relates to the length of time required 
for a new eralployee to learn his job, has four parts and the re- 
sponses were somewhat varied. As to whether an employee could 
learn the job in less than ^ix months, a total of 25% (165 firms) 
said yes, with the range of the strata groups being' from 22%~ 
(56 firms in the 20-49 group.) to 43% (26 ftrms in the 50-99 
group). ^ jThe training period of 'six to 12 Months had an average 
of 39% (261 firms) response, ranging from 27% (16 firms in the 
50-99 group) to'^41% (122 firms in the 10-19 group). ^ total of 
25% (169) employers had jobs requiring more than 12 moiiLhs 
training, with a rapge from 17% (9 firms in the 100+ group) to 
27% (80 firms in the 10-19 group) of the foui^ groups having jobs, 
in this category . 

? Question* 14* relates to starting wages. A-total of 70% 
(466 firms) of ail the interested respondents indicated a starting 
wage of more than $^2. 00 per hour. About -67% of employers in 
strata 10-19 and 50-99, a total of 242 employers,* reported 
starting wages^in excess of $2.00 per hour. Strata 20-49 and 
;100+ had 72% (184 firms) and 74% (40 firms;) respectively report 
starting ^ages -in excess, of $2.00. The raiige of Responses with 
less than $2rj^00 starting salaries was 20%'*<^11 firms in the 100+ 
group) to 27% (80 firms in the 10-19 group:).. : . ^ / / 

^ Overall, 88% of interested firms orV 5^- Vif irm^ indicated 
willingness to supply data on the subsidy ^sVeffec^ on employees 
(Q15), with a range from 83% (5t) firm^ in\ tii^ 5"0-99\group) to 
94% (51^:^irms in .the 100+ group). . ' ' V. . \ , 

E. ^ Responses by Standard Industrial Classx^fic'gi'tj.on of Employers 
Willing to Par'tici-pate in a Wage SubsidyAR^^^.^J^^ V 

The, further breakdowfh of willing firms. lV\^'^iiflustry (Si;C) ^ 
code (See TABLE 7 ) reveals that the Retail & ffhVlQj^alev^T^lade - 
•gr^oup provided the largest^ numlber of posit ive^v<^i^1?^nse%'^^tp^^ 
tion 1, that^s 260 or 39% of the^^670 positive ^^pdnse'^O^^^^^^ 
over, employers in this sector often provided r^^^X){ely\^c^,e ~ 
favorable responses to the other questions than ^}f^l^*6yevs^^'p^,i^he 
other sectors in terms of responses to Question 1 V'^^|\i:nally^>^\;t^ 
responsiveness of employers in the various sector&%tek\(^uesti.on 1' 
generally typifies their relative responsiveness toA\K?v^Qt|ier-7N^ 
(jupstions. , ^^\Vv\.\*" 



- 



4 t 



•" " ' • . - 

: -In -response to Question 3 -(regarding previous participation 

Sjn^maftpowar /p^ogra^s), the range of yesel was from 12% (FiSanc?al 
^^Insuran(7e;;8^'Re^l .Es:t:^te) to 48% (Retail &■ Wholesale Trade) 

pa?rticipation rates were: Manufacturing! 37%. 
,SeryaQ<-pi%;^^^ 30%; and Construction, 26% t 

v- 5ei)ii.es within industry to whether a 75% subsidy wouFd be 
AlTl.l ^'^1 ranged from 82% (27 Transportation firms) to 95% . 
(150 Manufacturing firms) with a total of 92%' for .all industrW 
replying "yes." Question 4 (Whether a one-year subsidj is 
appropriate) drew affirmative responses that ranged fi-om 76% ' 
^6?a?°of 85r(5?2%1^1)'° '''' '''' '^^^'^^ industries) Witl. a 

^>^^esrti-ons '&; 6. and 7 are also related Jo one another Re- 

W n ? exPan^iK.n of the work force within tv^o years (Q5); from 
bO% (12 Finance, Insurance & Real Estatre^) to' 78% (123 Manufac- 
turers) responded "yes," with a total 6f 64%.(428 fijms) for all 
industries.' However, Question 6 (Could new jobs be c?eatfd if 
training wei-e subsidized?) drew a lower percentage of "yes" re- 

lS?mrAr5^'nfp°' 1"'^ Financial, , insurance & Real Estate 

;JSrr^ <^ i^^ Construction firms), with the total being 44% i 
(294 firms) To Question 7 (Would they be willing to guarfnte^ I 
employment for a year beyond the subsidy?), "yes" responses 
JhofelalJ^? construction firms) 'ti'sol (155 S?ail\ 

Wholesale Trades firms), with the total being 56% (373 firms). 

f^r^nJ'^rl^^'' ^ ^"^^"i^y employee would be a prob'lem to the work 
m^ L^?^ ""t^ answered "yes" only seven per.&ent of the time % . 
(»y 48 f.irms), and the "range was four percent (five Service 
.firms) to 17% (12 Construction firms). t>ervice 

--+hA another administrative type question (Should 

th0 subsidy ^e paid directly to the trainee or to the emplbyer^?. 

= t?cLfir^' F^l^ °^ °^ firms .that are willing^o'^plr-* 

ticipate in a wag^ subsidy program] as' was noted in an early 

rltl°'"/ t''''^^ ^"^^^^y being paid to tfte employer. ^he■ 
range of preference for subsidy payment to. the employer was 4?% 
(34 firms in the Con'strucf ion industry) to;75% (18 of the Fi- 
nancial, Insurance & Real Estate firms). The range of those tha't 
.preferred to pay the employee directly was 17% U^ur Financial . 
Insurance & Real Estate firms) to 50%. (36 .<:onstrubtion n?ms) ' 

Asked whether they would provide data ' to study the effects 
f. l tu^ "^"^ employees '^(Q15) a total of 88% (587 firms) 

said they would. The range of yeses 'was, from 83% (60 Cons tS?^ 
tion farms) to 89% (140 ,Manuf acturing firms). ^ ^''^^ construe. , 

. Questions 9, 11 and 12.,related to employee qualifications 

skrinnJ':Si?'tw5Sf """^'"^ proportioLL ^S'- 

Jre wil?inf nLi^^ ^"^^^^^d "yes" by 70% of -all firms that ' 

are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Individual 
industry replies ranged from 64% (80 Service firms) to 83% 



(20 Financial, Insurance & Real Estat«. firms) . Required Wtry 
. education (Qll) was 1^1 years or less -in. 57% (385 firms) overall. 
Industry patterns include : Manufacturing (7^1% &r 111 firms) 
Co'ristructiSn (6g%'>i- ^^-f-i-r^), Reta^Mhol-eS^e 1^6% or 146 
firms), with these three indiiTSt-r4.-«s'Traving a larger lhan 50% re- 
sponse of "11 years or less." The only industry which had- a' 
proportion of "12 or more" responses in excess of 5Q% was the 
Financial, Insurance & Real Estate group with 67% (16 firms) 
■Those industries having both types of entry requirements were 
only five percent (37 firms) of the willing firms. Asked whether, 
they train new employees (012), 71%' (479 firms) indicated they 
did, 13% (91 firms) required job-related experience, and 13% (91 
-firms) had both types of jobs within the firms. 

Training periods (Q13) required were fairly evenly divided- 
25% (165) said an employee tfould learn the job in less than six 
months; 39% (261) said six to 12 months; 25% (169) said more than 
12 months; and 9% (59) had jobs in all three training categories. 
* ^"^0"^° group, the within-industry responses ranged 

- from 26% (32 Service firms) to 67% (16 Financial, Insurance & 
Real Estate firms). 

/.ic^x^"!^*?-^" ^^^^^ with'starting wages. Sixty-nine percent 'v 
(4b6) of air firms responded that their starting -wage is more 

fo*°° 25% (165) have starting wages of less 

than $2.00. The range of those' with more than $2.00 starting 
Salaries is 47% (58 Service firms) to 9|r% (70 Construction firms). 
Those with starting wages of less than $2.00 ranged from zero - 
(Transportation firms) to 43% (54 Service industry firms) 
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!rABLE 7 (Cont'd) 
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Y^ES TO-Q AS A % OF TOTAL YESES TO 
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F. Suimnaries of Specific Responses to Mall Survey 

Summary of respanses?i:o Question 1., r ?^Would: your firm be interested 
in taking part gji- aa E^S, sponsored wage subsidy program for 
low-income persons?'' and Question 3, ''Hav^e you participated in 
other manpower programs that included the -partial 'reimburse ment of 
wages?" ( TABLE 8 ) ~ ' ' ~ ' 

" _ A total of 254 f irms ^<)"r^a8% of all firms in. Vermont with ten ^ 
or more emplayees, replied* "yes'' to ?both:Ql /showing interest in 
participating in a wage subsidy program) and" Q3 (indicating that 
they had previously participated in mangowQr programs). In /addi- 
tion, 414 employers (29%)_of:-ail employers in firms with teh or 
more employees'-are interested in participating in a wage subsidy 
program (Ql) , but" had not previously participated in a manpower 
program (Q3). . i * | • ^ 

Nonrinterested firmjs that had jprev'ioiisl7' participated in^ 
manpo\yer programs totale^ 90 (six percent); while 495 firms (34%) 
indicated that they were not interested now and had never partic- 
ipated in manpower programs. The total number of firms which had 
previously participB.ted in manpower programs was 344 (23%) and the 
number of non-particdpants was- 9ll (63%)". \ 

Summary of responses to Question 3, "Hav^ yeu-^'-par-ticipUted in 
other manpower programs that incli^ded the partial reimbursement ^ 
of wages?" and Question 4, "Woirld yjou x;ons-ider a one year dura- 
-- tion an appropriate length- of- tim6 far a w^ge subsidy?'' ( TABLE 9 ) 

'Employers who were previous par.ticip^nts in manpower pro»- 
grams (Q3) responded that one .yea;? 'was. an>a^ppropriate term for 
the subsidy (Q4)^in 213 instances (32%)f. 'Eirms which had no 
previous experien'e^^es^nded that ojn.Cye^i: was appropriate in 
359 instances (54%). • - 

Previous participants (Q3) responded thlt one year was not 
an appropriate term for the subsidy (Q4) in 84 instances (five~ 
percen-t) . A Silhiiax:^ number of .employe^fe wfiolhad not previously 
particxpdi'ed agreed' tRat one year was ixot ap|pr(opr lat e . (45 firms • 
or seven percent). ' * . ; ^ \ 

^.A^he-year subsidy wa^s felt to be appropriate by 572 firms- 
(«5%0\ ^ 

Summary of responses Zvxm employers who are willing to partici- 
pate in a wage subsidy program to Question 5, "Do you see an 
expansion of your wogjdc, force within the next two years?" and 
Question, 6> ^'etfti34 new jobs be' created in your firm if a wage 
subsidy was available. ^during an initial, training period?^" 
( TABLE 10 ) ' ' " \ . 

^ I' 

A total of 240" firms (36%) indicated th^t they both expected 
expansion of the work force within twp years (Q5) and felt new 

' ^ 3'6^ ,/ 



jobs could be created if training were subsidized (Q6) . Forty- 
two (six percent) firms did not foresbe expansion but felt that . 
new jobs'coula be created in their firms through a subsidy pro- 
gram. Twenty-three percent of employers (155 firms) said they 
foresee expansion but did not think new jobs could be crea^ted 
if training were subsidized. A, total, of 151 firms (22%) neither 
expected expansion nor could create new jobs under the subsidy. 




48 





0 






4J 






CO 


CO 




0) 






m 


-0 




c 


C3 




0 












(0 


rH 








00 


« 


(0 






C 


w 




0 




0 


•H 


CQ 




-M 


<: 




(0 






0 






:3 
















CO 






ERIC 



38 



1^ 



0^ 



r 



0 












0) 
















Pi 




to 




0; 








m 






u 








>> 




0 




a 


iH 


a 












CO 


►J 


W 








to 












0 


•H 


•H 


iH 


+-» 


iH 


CO 


•H 




^ 








«H 




0 




>> 

















U 

u >» 
Q) -H 
I 

Q) :3 
CO 

O 













d 




00 


CVI CO 


o 




lO • 




• 




0 




rH 


o 


CD O 


H 


CO 


CD 




O 



o 

W Q) 

+-» 

o 
o u 

■ m <\ 
. Q) 



0) 
CO 

c: 
o 

m 

0) 

o 



> o 



o in cvi CO . 

r-J O 



CO • 



CD O 



:3 u 

O 0 

+-» 
0 o 
> , 

CO +^ 



to +J 



to 
g 

O 0 

^ TJ 
0 0 
> TJ 
O :3 

fl O 



C^ 

to 

bJD 

O 

+^ 

0 
g 
0 

to 
g 

0 



to 


CO 00 


0^ CD 


0 




•lO • 






CO CO 




CO 






to 






0 

















o o • 
o 



00 



00 



00 ' 



a' H 

o = 



S M « 



39 



ERIC 



w 

CQ 
< 
Eh 



O 
•P 

CO 
0) 
CO 

o 

CO 
0) 



0) 



CO 
C 
lO 

w 
c 
o 

•H 

W 

;3 



0 



u, 

•H 

o 
c 

0) 

o 



o 

U 
0) 

c 

•H 
C 

Eh 



0) 
CQ 

O 



Q 



Z3 -H' 
O d 
O > 

CO >KJ 

0->v 
•H XJ 

O»co 



00 0^ 

CO 



in CO 
o . 

o 

CO 



in 
CO • 
in 



0) 

O 
W 

o 

^2: 



CO 0^ 
CO • 



w 00 o in 



12; I 



in I 
in 



ICO 



in 



in 



in <N 



O I 

Q X 
W 



in 0) 

o u 
o 



p 
o c 



P U-i 





O 00 


<N CO 




00 








rH 


• 




<N in 

CO 


CO 








w 


0 


0) 






0) 


52: 


W 










C 








espo 















o 

c u o 

d o > 



'I 



o o 
t> • 

CO o 

o 



in 

in • 

00' 



0^ 



^ 0^ 
(N CO 



< 
Eh 
O 
Eh 



40 



Summar^y of Responses to Questions 2 Through 4 and 7 through 16 . 
When' Questions 1, 5 and ^ are Answered ^^Yes| ^ ( TABLE 11 ) 

'Tes responses to Questions 1, 5 and 6 were received from 
"240 firms (36% of all interested firms). The replies of these 
240 firms to the other items in the questionnaire were segregated 
for further analysis. These replies are tallied in TABLE 11 . 

Question 2 (Is. a 75% Wge subsidy adequate?) was answered ' " 
''yes'' by 223 of the 240 firms (93%). 

Forty percent (97 firms)* had previously participaired in , 
manpower programs (Q3). ^ 

Eighty-threeJ percent (199 firms) felt a one-year term for 
the su^bsidy is -^a^^propriate (Q4).^' 

Question 7 (regarding guaranteeing employment for a year after , 
the subsidy) was answered 'Vyes" by 174 of these firms or 72%. 

Only 14 firms (six percent) felt subsidy employees would be 
a problem on the %orlc force (Q8). 

Whether the'subsidy should be proportionate to skill and* 
ability was answered "yes" by ,182 firms or 76% (Q9). 

Thirty-seven percent (88 firms) preferred paying the subsidy 
directly to the trainee (QIO) as opposed to 60% (143 firms) who 
indicated they would rather have the employer receive the subsidy. 

Question 11 deals with entry education requirements. Eleven 
years or less was req^uired by i28 firms (53%). Thirty-seven p.er- 
cent (89 firms) of the 240 fi-rms that responded positively to 
Questions 1, 5 and 6 required 12 years or more, while only eight 
;percent (19 firms) s,tated requirements for both. 

( 

^ Question 12 relates to training of nev( employees as opposed 
to requiring job-related experience. Sixty-eight percent (164 
firms) stated they provided training. .Thirty-seven firms (15%) 
reqi^ire job-related experience instead of training, and 38 firms 
(16%) do both.' ^ ' 

The length of time rejjuired for an employee to thoroughly 
learn his job is dealt with in, Question 13. Only 22% (52 firms) - 
answered that the . learning phase was less than si:f months. 
Forty-six percent of the firms (110 firms) said six to 12 mon;ths 
was the usual learning period. SiKty firms (25%) said their em- 
ployees needed mo>*e than 12 months 'to fully learn the job. . Six- 
teen firms (seven percent) had jobs- with training periods in all ^ 
the above categcfcles. \ ^ ^ 
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Question 14 asks whether a firm's starting wage is above or 
below $2.00 per hour. Fifty'firms (21%) replied that it was 

. 41; ' 



to- thelueI;fJf:;^?::'=Snt f68 firms) attached additional co«e„ts 
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SECTION IV . ^v'^^ 

ANALYSIS OF FACE-TO-FACE SURVEY RESPONSES , ' . t 

A. Scope of Survey 

Approximately 66% of the 249 employers jutilized for data 
"processing in the face-to-face survey expressed a willingness 
to participate in a wage, ^ subsidy program. These sample results 
combined with statistical ' tests suggest that the probability is 
95% that T^etween 59% and 71% of all employers in Vermont are 
willing .to particiiiate in a wage subsid^j program. That is^ be- 
tween 980 and 1179 of the 1677 Vermont employers are willing to 
participate in a wage subsidy program. The sample blowups iden- 
tify 1100 as the estimate , of the number, of employers in^Vermont 
who are willing to participate in the program, TABLE 12 provides 
an indication of scope; response, and blowup for the Vermont face- 
to-face survey. - . * 

B, Willingness and Unwillingness to Pa^ticj-pate' Relative to 
Previous Participation in Manpower Programs and Use of WIN Tax 

TABLE 13 analyzes employer willingness to participate in a 
wage subsidy program in relation to previous participation iri man- 
power programs.. For convenience, this table and those that follow 
(except TABLE 20 ) provide estimates of attitudes 'and characteris- 
tics of all, employers in VerroonJ; as derived from the sample rath- 
er than the sample estimates themselves. 

Reference to TABLE 13 indicates that 434 or 26% of Vermont 
employers h^ve previously participated in manpower programs and, 
about 30%^ of -employers who are willing to participate in the wage 
subsidy program have participated in other manpower programs • By 
contrast, about 20% of employers who ^re not willing to partici- 
pate in the wage subsidy progi^am haye participated ,in other man- 
power programs, . , . 

Employers were asked- to state their major reasons for oiot 
having previously participated in manpower programs. TABLE 14 
contrasts the responses provided by employers willing to partici- 
pate in. a wage subsidy program with the responses provided by em- 
ployers who were unVilling to participate. It is interesting to 
note that 37% of employers who are willing to participate in a* 
wage subsidy program have not previously participated in manpower 
programs merely becaitse of lack of knowledge of. such programs pr 
lack /of an invitation. to participate, rather than because of ob^ 
jective reas,ons for hesitancy to deal with government programs. 

* 
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TABLE 15 relates employer willingness to participate ' ia 
wage subsidy program with employer use of the Wl/ Tax Ci-edit 
Reference to this table indicates that less t'lian one pei^cent'of 
employers m Vermont use the WIN Tax Credit and that a& five 
employers who are estimated to use the WIN Tax Credit are willi 
to participate in a wage subsidy program. ti 



TABLE 15 

- K . 

Willingness and Unwil lingness to Participate in a Wp^p-r Subsidy 
Program Related to Use of WIN Tax Credit " 



^ployer Willingness to 
I*a^ticipate in a Wage 
Subsidy Program 

Unwilling to Participate 
Willing to Participate 
Total 



■J 

TABLE 16 depicts. reasons given by employers for non-use of 
the WIN Tax Credit. ' By far the most common reason for lack of 
utilization is simple lack of knowledge as differentiated from 
any aversion tp use of the.Jf^N Tax Credit. Approximately 72% 
of Vermont emplQjtfgMjE^o not.-kritew about the WIN Tax Credit while 
four percent oMSMtTj^e;^^ stated that administration problems 
associated witMm|>|^r-cre^^^^ them from using it. 

About nine perci|P»' thJ^^J^Wining 24% of employers provided a 
variety of responses to this- question and the others did not re- 
spond. 



Yes 


Use of the 
WIN Tax Credit J 
No Total 


0 


497 


497 


0.0% 


^100.0% 


100.0% 


5 


992 


997 


0.5% 


99.5% 


100.0% 


5 


1490 


1494 


0.3% 


99.7% 


100.0% 



«. TABLE 16 



Reasons Given for Non-Use of WIN Tax Credit 



. ■ . Number of Employers 

* QH>^8olute Percent 

A. Don't Know About It .; ^, hqq j-, g 

B. Too Many Adrainistratlvje->roblems 76 4^ 

C. Other (Specify) . igg g'J ; 

D. No. Response 244 14 .'5 

1677 100.0 
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C • . Some Reasons for Unwillingness to Participate inr a W age 
Subsidy Program - J^=~ 

Two questions on the survey instrument were used to dif- 
ferentiate" those employers willing to participate in a wage sub-' 
sidy program from those employ ers unwilling to participate in a 
wage« subsidy program: f 

• Question 1: "Would 'your firm be willing to hire disadvWaged 
workers through a wage subsidy program?" 

Question 2 : "Would your firm be wilUng to hire a welfare re- 
^ cipient through a wage subsidy program?"- 

If the response to either Question 1 or Question 2 was "yes " 
the employer was designated as "willing to participate in a wage' 
subsidy program." On the other hand, if an employer responded 

no' to both Question 1 and Question 2, he was designated as "un- 
willing to participate in a wage subsi^ly program." The terms 
"disadvantaged worker" and "welfare recii^ient" were clearly de- 
fined for employers to avoid misconceptions. In other words any . 
employer described by this study as "willing to participate In a 
wage subsidy program" has expressed a willingness to hire either 
• disadvantaged workers, welfare recipients., or both. 

As previously stated, blbwup figures , adapted from the sample 
responses suggest that of the 1677 firms in Vermont with 10 or 
more employees, approximately 1113, or 66%, would be willing to 
participate in a wage subsidy .program requiring employment by the 
*lirm of either disadvantaged workers, or welfare recipients Con- 
versely, approximately 564 such firms, or 34%, would be unwilling 
to do so. ^ 

TABLE 17 that follows depicts the reasons for hesitancy ex-" 
pressed by unwilling employers. 
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°- Different iating the Willing from the Unwilling 

• Do firms willing to participate in a wage subsidy program re- 
quiring the hiring of disadvantaged workers or welfare recipients 
evidence different or similar characteristics when compared with 
firms unwilling to participate? 

Number of New Workers in 1^7 2 and 1973 ' 

TABLE 18 compares employer- willingness to participate in a 
wage subsidy program with the number, of new workers hired in 1973 
Reference to TABLE. 18 indicates that employers who are willing to' 
participate in the wage subsidy program more frequently hired 
large numbers of workers than- employers who are unwilling to par^^^ 
ticipate in the^wage subsidy program. For example, 42% of em- 
ployers who are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program 
hired more than ten workers in 1973- while about 35% of employers 
who are unwilling to participate in the wage subsidy program hired 
more thaT> -ten workers in 1973. Similarly, approximately nine per- 
cent of employers who are willing to participate in the wage sub- 
sidy program hired seven to nine workers during 1973 while slight- 
ly less than three percent of emploj^ers who are unwilling to 
participate in the wage subsidy program hired seven to nine workers 
during 1973. s However, unwilling firms tended to be more likely to 
hire from one to six new employees. 

TABLE 19, which des,cribes.'the number of new workers hired in 
1972 by .employers who are willing and unwilling to participate 
in a wage subsidy program, contains a pattern similar to TABLE 18 
That IS, higher percentages of employers who are willing to par- 
ticipate in a wage subsidy program than employers who are un- 
willing to- participate in such a program hired seven to nine and 
ten or more: workers duj-ing 1972". As was the situation in 1973 
unwilling firms tended to be more likely to hire from one to six 
new employees. , 



\ 



I 



52 



ERIC 



t 



CD O 

in rH 



00 

o 



<Ji o 
CD 

CD O 

rH O 



0 
















u 




0) 




>> 




0 


CD 


iH 




ft 




a 


ft 


w 


H 




O 


>> 


H 










CO 






ft 






rH 


0 




-p 






C 




•H 






•H 


00 


;3 


rH 


rH 


Q 


rH 






•H 










0) 




CQ 






< 




















u 




0 






c: 


u 


'H 


0 


rH 




rH 




•H 










55 








«H 


< 


0 




;h 

























u 

u 

u 
o 

o 
u 

a 



0^ 



o 



CD 

o 



CO 

o 



(3^ 



CD 
CO 



CD 



00 



r 



00 



in 

CO 



It 



0) 

d ft 

•H 

rH . O 
W rH O 
S -H P -P 

•iH d 



00 
CD 



00 



CO 

o 

CO 



CD 
CD 



CO 











O 


« 


CD 


CO 


00 


rH 




rH 



CD 

in 



o 
in 



o 



in 

00 



d 



0 
p 
a 
ft 

•ri 

o 



o 
o 



•J 
o 



o 

CD 



W -ri O -ri 

S -« P P 

rH U 

•ri -ri CJ 

^ ft 



ERLC 



53 



4 



t 



w 
►J 



O 
J3 



CO 
0) 



a 

W 



fafi 



0) 

a 
a 

H 

o 

•H 

p. 
o 



73 
K 
0) 

o 



•H 
H 



o 

0) 



•H 



73 
K 

u 
o 
o 

^2; 





iH 




00 






CD 


O 


o 


O 




lO 


o 


rH 


O 








rH 


rH 




lO 


00 


rH 






tT 




CO 




/I 


iH 


in 


CO 


































0 


lO 


CD 




00 








CD 












lO 












CD 










0 
























CD 


rH 




- 




>H 






CO. 












o 






CO 


0 










-P 




CO 




CD 






CO 






fH 










O 




00 




lO 






• 










o 




CD 


























0) 




0) 




be 


<p 




<P 














a 




a 




•H 






•H 




rH 


" o 




o 






0 -H 




0 -H 




S 'H 


<P -P 


S rH +-> +-> 




^» ^ 












a 








1^4 ID 


P. 




p. 



CD 
CD 



00 



O 
O 



00 



CO 
CO 



00 ' 



CD 
CM 



o 



ERIC 



54 




2. Growth of Employment in 1973 v 

TABLE 20 deals with growth of emploVment in 1973 by size of 
firm. Raw sample data was used in deriving this table rather than 
blown-up data as was used in deriving all other tables contained 
in this section. All data items required to construct this par- 
ticular table were retabulated by hand after being tabulated by 
computer: The reason for this double checking was initial 
skepticism with the unexpectedly high figures for ^'New Workers 
Hired a^-^ Percentage of Firm Average Employiu'ent for 1973^' (See 
column ^2 in TABLE 20 ) . These percentages were obtained by di- \ 
viding ''New Workers^Hired During 1973" by '^Average Total Work / 
Force of Firm >f or 1973'' (obtained by summing work force for eacih 
firm for each quarter of 1973 and dividing by four) for each 
strata for willing and for, unwilling employers, 

TABLE 20 indicates that willing employers across all strata 
experienced a greater average growth rate (column 4) during 1973 
than did unwilling firms. The average growt;l\ rate for 1973 of 
willing employers in both the 50-99 employee strata and the 100 ^ 
or more employee strata is substantially greater than that for 
unwilling firms in the same strata. 

Willing firms with 50-99 employees had the highest average 
growth rate for 1973, 56%, Sample firms with 50-99 employees who 
are willing to participate in a wage subsidy program hir^d 1210 
new workers in 1973, On average, the number of workers hired 
within each firm with 50-99 employees in this group of firms 
represented 73% of the total average employment in these firms 
in 1973, However, 23% of ^ new hires in these firms during *1973 ' 
were accounted for by normal turnover. Consequently, th^ actual 
groA^th in new workers hired as a percent of firm averaga^employ- 
ment in 1973 is 56%, 

Clearly,' firms with a relatively -high rate of recent past ' 
expansion' tend to be .more willing to participate in a wage sub- 
sidy program than are firms with a relatively low rate of recent 
past^ expansion. 
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3. Quarterly Variations in Employment 



TABLE 21 describes the average size of the work force per 
quarter by size of firm for employers who are willing or unwill- 
ing to participate in a wage subsidy program. Reference to' this 
exhibit indicates that the range of variation in quarterly em- 
ployment is greater in firms that are willing to participate in 
a wage subsidy program than in firms that are not willing to 
participate in a wage subsidy program for firms with 10-19, 20- 
49, and 100 or more employees. Only in the size group 50-99 
do firms that are willing to participate in a wage subsidy, program 
have a lower range of variation in quart6rly employment than em- 
ployers who are unwilling to participate' in a wage subsidy pro- 
jgram. . " j i- . 

The range of quarterly variation in employment is very simi- 
lar for employers who are willing and unwilling to participate in ' 
a wage subsidy program for all size groups except for firms with 
100 or more employees. Here, employers who are willing to par- 
ticipate in a wage subsidy program have a range in quarterly em- 
ployment of 53.7 employees, from a low average of approximately 
97 employees in the first quarter of the year to a high average of 
about 151 employees in the third quarter of the year. By con- 
trast, employers with 100 or more employees who are unwilling to 
P^rtl^ate in a wage subsidy program have a range of variation ~ 
in employjnent during the year of 5.5 employees. Employment levels 
for these firms range from a low of 144.5 employees per firm in 
the first quarter of the year to a high of 150 employees per firm 
in the third quarter of the year. 



57 , 



f;7 





















s 
















UU 


VN 


Cn 








































U J 






f n 




OU 




w 










rH 


WN 








CO ^ 




w 
















r^ 








rH ^ 






































» 














K 






















Q 


Eh 




























O 


O 


VAJ 






wN 










•H 


cy 




















p^ 




IS, 




0> 


o 








w 




If) 








WN 


U J 


lO 

u J 






o 


10 




e, 

rH 




f, 
















rH 




<J) 


Q 




















>> 
























Q 


Q) 






















rH 


LN 






















a 


•H 
































UU 




u J 










rv) 


















* 


* 










to 

U J 








CO 


00 


rH 


o 










rH 








rH 


CO 












G 








r^ 












(l I 




CN 
















• 




H 
























U/ 


rK 


























^* 






















•H 








00, 


in 


O 


CO 


CO 








O 


cy 






















•H 






00 


a> 




CO 


IT) 




CO 




cy 




St 


rH 




in 


rH 


r^ 


CO 








u 




-J 


















rH 


a> 


a 












1 ! 








(N 


a 


0 


















ro 

HH 


a> 


■M 


0 


















. T 


o 




•H 
























■M 


















2 


0 


C 


CJ 




















ork F 


Willi 


•H 

> 








- 














c 


>> 




to 




UJ 




v£> 












rH 










* 




* 


• 








0 u 


rH 


tN 










CO 


CO 




0 


pu 


0) ■!-> 












/ 








(D 


d 






















N 
























•H 




d zi 




















CO 


in 






















a> 

to 


rH 






















rH 
























•H 






















U 










0> 


+ 


rH 






+ 




a> 






1 


1 


o 


1 


1 




o 




>, 






o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


• O 


o 


o * 










fH 






H 


H 


CN 




fH 




< 
















/ 





0) 

o 



.>>rH 

O rH O -H 

rH -H ■!-> +J 

a ^ u 

S G CJ 

,w D a 



ay 

0) bC -H 
G^ O 
O -H O -H 
rH rH +-> ■!-> 



ERIC 



^'58 



Because of the unusually large quarterly variation for ' ' 
willing firms in the 100 or more employee. strata , the raw sample 
data for this category was rechecked. Of 21 firms in the raw 
sample for the category of willing firms with 100 or more- employees, 
eight firms or 38% of the firms in the raw sample were found to 
have extreme quarterly variations in -employment, while the remain- 
ing 13 firmg in the -raw sample for this categoj'y had nearly con- 
stant quarterly average employment. The high level of variation 
among these eight firms marks them as unusual and obviously affects 
the average quarterly variation for all sample firms in the category 
of "-willing firms. with 100 or. more em^lo'yees." The quarterly vari-- 
ation for these eight firms is detailed below. 







TABLE 


22 




Quarterly Work 


Force Variation for Eight Willing 


Firms 






with 100+ 


Employees 






1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter .4th Quarter- 


Firm 1 


400 - • 


300 


300 


40 


Firm 2 


50 " ' 


50 


^<L50 


50 


Firm 3 


250 


60 


IO 


200 


Firm 4 


80 


140 


140 


140 


Firm 5' 


55 


. ■ 140 


213 


.90 


Firm- 6 


50 


150 


" ' 250 - 


150 


Firm 7 


129 , 


200 


200 


120 


Firm 8 


145 


145 


^ V 180 - ■ 


180 


Entry 


Level Wages 


•s, 







' . '■ ' 

TABLE 23 contains information on the range o-f entry level 
wage rates in the occupations for which -employers would be lijcely 
to hire subsidized workers. Employers tend to pay different entry 
Igvel' wage rates for different positions within a single firm. 
That is, hypothetical "Firm XYZ" may pay $2.10 per hour for. entry 
level workers in Clerical & Sales positions, yet the same firm may 
well pay $3.25 per hour to entry leveL workers engaging in Bench 
Work. All employers, both those unwilling and willing to engage 
in a wage subsidy program, were asked: "What is the range (state 
youJT low entry Level wage rate and your high entry level wage 
rate) of entry level wa^e rates in the occupations for which you 
would hire subsidized workers?" , Responding employers cited both 
thei^ lowest entry level wage ral^ and their highest entry 'leyel. 
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wage rate. The "low" rates for each strata of unwilling firms 
were added together and divided by the number of responses for 
that strata to obtain the "average- low entry level wage rate" 
for all unwilling employees by strata. The same was done for 
willing employers l>y strata. In like manner, the "average hich 
entry level wage rate" was obtained by strata for all emplo^, 
both willing and unwilling. As an example, the average low entry 
level wage rate across occupational groups for the 263 employers 
•among unwilling employers with from 10-19 employees who provided 
information for this particular item was $2.36 per hour The 
average high^entry level wage rate across occupational groups^^for 
th^ 183 employers among unwilling empld^fe with f^om 10-19 .©ih- 

?^°«rLr2 information for «§|articular item w«, 

$d.84 per hour. WiwJ |##' 



Refere^ to TABLE 23 indicates that employers who are 

r in ^.^.W^^""^^^^^ ^" ^ ""^^^ subsidy program and who have , 
from 10-19-^aiployees tend to pay lower wages in occupations that 
subsidized, workers are likely to enter in their firms than do em- 
ployers with 10-19 employees who are unwilling to participate in 
a wage subsidy program. That is, employers with 10-19 employees 
who are willing to participate in a wage subsidy - program pay an 
average low of $2.16 an hour to an average high of $3.10 L hour 
in occupations that subsidized workers are likely to enter in con- 
trast to a low of $2.36 an hour and a high of $3.84 an. hour for " 
employers who are unwilling to participate in a wage subsidy pro- 
gram. Hence, employers in the 10-19 employee strata who are un- 
willing to pay from $ .20 to $ .74 an hour more on average to 
workers in occupations that subsidized workei^s are likely to enter 
than do willijig fi;-ms in the 10-19 employee strata. ^ 

Conversely, willing employers in the^ 20-49 employee strata 
pay from $ 14 more an hour ($2.17 per hour) to $ .34 an hour more 
per hour ($3.41 per hour) than employers within this strata who, 
are unwilling. 
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TABLE 23 



Average Entry Wage, Rates in Occupations for Employers Willj.ng 
and Unwilling to Participate, by Size of Firm 



Group 



Employers 
Unwilling 
to 

Participate 



-Size of 
Firm 



Low 



High 



Total 
Emfplbyers 



10-19 


*2.36 




3.84 






7263/** 


71837 . 


7406/ 


20-49 


2.03 


7887 


3. 07 


7597 


7118/ 


50-99 


1.93 


7157 


4. 00 




7207 


100+ 


2.50 


7157 


? ' 


- 727 ' 


717/ 



Eniployers 
Willing 
to 

Participate 



10-19 2.16 744^ 3.10 73W 

20-49 2.17 7^W 3.41 71917 

50-99 2'. 06 './897 3.l6.- 7747 " 

100+ 2.32 ■ 7W ' 31.^62 •' 7257 



75347 
/4347 
/987 
/427 



♦Average of the wages entered iii- tl^i.s coliinin.Jgy the respondents : 
It IS the average only for those who made/ aii- entry in this, ;c61uran. 



r **lfumber>> of employers making entries in this column. 



5. Recruitment Methods 



TABLE 24 contrasts utilization of alternative recruitment^' 4 
methods by". size of firm for employers who are willing and unwi|ili4 
to partxcapate in a wa>ge subsidy program. Perhaps the most, stl-ikiSe 
finding expressed by. this, table is that employers who are/ifnwill'ini 

to participate in a wage subsidy program in all Sizes of f irm^: 1 

utilized private employment agencies less than employers who a|e I 
willing to partixJipate in a wage subsidy program. 5 f 

' .1. ^ 

• ^-"'Anbther factor that can be easily noted is that (with thetexl 
ception of unwilling employers in the 50-99 employee strata) blth? 
wi-lling and unwilling employers across all strata tend to ranl|l*l|" 
Vermont^ State Employment Service at about mid-rank in- import a^'^^s 
a recruitment source for new workers. ' 

Also quite easily noticed is that both willing and unwil||ngl. 
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1 
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employers across all strata apply a good deal more importance to 
the Vermont State Employment Service as a source of recruitment 
for new wo!rkers than th^ey apply to private employment agencies. 

Characteristics of Employers WiTling to Participate i n a Wage 
Subs i dy Program " ' \ 

As stated previously, it is estimated from the sample blow-up 
figures that 66% of all firms in Vermont employing ten or more 
workers would be willing to fparticipate in a wage siibgidy program 
requiring utilization of disadvantaged workers or welfare recipi- 
ents. (It is important to remember that this study did not con- 
sider Vermont firms employing less than ten workers.) What 
characteristics are displayed by such willing^ firms? 

1. Size of Firm • ^ 

j«As to size of firm (Refer to TABLE 25 ) it will be noted that 
nearly half (48% or ^34 firms) bf all willing employers have from 
10-19 employees'^, whi.le an additional 434 firms (or 39%) have from 
20-49 employee's.. In Vermont, willing employers are pretty much 
restricted to smaller employing firms; 968 willing employers, or 
87% of the wi^Lling employers, employ less than 50, worker^. Con- 
versely, only l4p firms /or 13% employ 50 or more workers. This 
situation merely reflects the Vermont labor market situation; a 
predominance of small employers and vvery few large employers. 
Promotion of private sector Public Service Employment within Ver- 
mont would require negotiation with predominantly sm^na^ firms. ^ 

However, it is equally, important to n'dte from TABLg 25 that 
larger employers (20 or moi^e employees) as limited as they may 
be in total numbers, are*more likely to ^gree to . participate in a 
wage subsidy program than are firms emplpyin^^-f^um 10-19 employees. 
Firms employing from 50-99 employees are the mp6t>ikely among firm 
studied to agree to participate in a wage subsidy pj^o^t^. (As 
mentio'ned previously, the sample for this studK'did not include 
firms employing from one to nine workers and, th^^efore, such very 
small firms are an unkfnown quantity, with rpgard to^vreceptivity to 
wage subsidy programs.) * <'r , , 



^^^^ " ' i ^\ 




62 



^ 
0) 
>> 
O 
•H 

I 
:^ 

(D 
0} 
P 

0} 
TJ 

O 
JH 
4-> 

0) 

0 

•H 

:j 
u 
o 

.0) 

> 

4-> 

a 
u 

0) 
4-> 



o 

0) 

H 
CO 

>> 



•H 
O 
•H 

o 

4-> 

a 

•H 



•H 



X! 

o 



I 




4-> 



0) 



0) o 



O 



> w 



0) i 
O 0) 



> 

a CO 



0 o 



0) 
4-> 

o 



a 
u 
u 

^ w 



o 
0 

SI 
•H 
CO 



o 

O 



)5h 



1?^ 

i 



CO 



00 





CO 


CO 


00 


• 






• 














K 


K 


\ 






00 




o 










00 








iH 




\ 










o 




• 




• 




\ 

lO 




\ 

lO 




\ 
o 




CO 










\| 


iH 

\ 






\ 




CO 


lO 


o 


00 


• 




CO 




K 




K 


X. 










o 






CO 
















\ 






\ 








o 


00 


o 


CO 




• 


• 




CO 






CO 



iH 








in 













00 







H 






P 




• 


• 




CO 



o 
o 



CO 



(Ji 




CO 








(Ji 


lO 




o 




















\ 












00 


o 


• 






9 




' CO 






\ 
00 




\ 
CO 




\ 
CO 






CO 




lO 




0) 




CO 






CO 






\ 


\ 






CO 






o 


• 


• 




• 










o 




lO 




\ 




\ 










CO 


















\ 









in 


CO 




iH 












\ 

C5 






00 








CO 


CQ 




C3 






\ 


\ 






CO 


00 


o 














CQ 


CO 


ca 









0) 


o 








CO 


CO 


CQ 



















ca 


• 


• 


ca 


ca 






CO 






CO 




\ 



CO 

J 

a 
o 

w • 
' c 

C 

a 

O 
W 



0 

O 
U 

o 



O C3 


CO 


CO 




9 9 


• 


• 




C3 C3 


C3 


C3 










X 0 




















0) 




^ 0 






+ 




1 1 


1 


O 




o o 


o 


O 


0 0 


nH C3 


in 


iH 










0 




0 








4-> 




rH 0 
















> ^ 








0 










0 -H O'-H 








•P 




0 :j 










g .H 






• * * 











<: 



c 

•H 

0) 
+j 

CM 

•rl 
O 
•H 
+J 

o 

0) 

H 

CO 

>> 
X5 



0) 
< 
O 



03 

o 

a 



G 
G 
G 

W 

:3 

CO 



o 

G 

0) 
O 
U 
0) 



u 

U 

G W 
•H 

r-4 W 



G 



^ aJ 

O Pt< -P 
W 

G W 
H W 
-4 O 

•H O 

^ < 



O 



0] 

S 

•H 

G G W 
0) -H 



O G 
•H 
U fH 
0) » 

S > 
:3 G 



i 

u 

•H 

iz; P 



o 

^ G 
0) -H 



0), g 

•H «H -p^ 
CO o J** 





o 




o 




• 


• 


• 


ci 




CO 


CO 









CD 
O 



00 

fH 



CO 



CO 



o 
o 



















00 




00 


CO 









o 
o 



00 


- CO 














CO 


00 


CO 








00 





CO 



o 



CO 

in 



00 
0^ 



00 

o 



0^ 






+ 


r-4 / 
\ 


1 


0^ 

1 ' 


- o 
. : o 


o 


' o 


o \ 




r-4 


csi 







o 

Eh 



64 



7^ 



2 . Industrial Category ' 

With regard to industrial category of Vermont; firms willing 
to participate in a wage sul5sidy program, TABLE 2^ indicates that 
the largest percentage of willing firms may be foiind in the cate- 
gory of Retail & Wholesale Trade (425 firms or 38% of the willing 
firms). Following in descending order of 'importance , one -finds 
Manufacturing with 245" firms or 22% of the willing firms, Service 
Industries with 200 firms or 18%, Construction with-"153 firms or 
14%, Finance, Insurance & -Real Estate with 60 firms or five per- 
cent, and Tran§portatior^»with 24 firms or a mere two percent of 
the willing employers, d-n ferment. Sixty percent of Vermont em- 
ployers expressing a willingness to participate in a wage subsidy 
program are to be found in the industrial categories of Retail & 
Wholesale Trade and Manufacturing. ^ i 

TABLE 26 

Industrial Category of Employers Who Are Willing to 
Participate in a Wage Subsidy Program 



Category • ' ^ 


Number 




Percent 


Construction \ \ 


153 




13.8 


Manufacturing 


246 




22.2 


Transportation 


24 




2.2 


Retail & Wholesale 


425 




38.3' 


Finance, Insurance, 
& Real Estate 

Service Industries 


60 

200 


* 


1 

5.4 . 


TOTAL 


1108 




lop.o 



F. Willing Employers^ Attitudes Towards Variojas Asp ects o£ a 
Wage Subsidy Program ' ; "~ 

1". . Subsidj^" Levels • - . ^ 

Employees who expressed willingneiss 'to partidipate in a wage 
subsidy program were queried as to various aspectic of subsidy 
level. .. .. I 

/* When asked, **Do, you believe that subsidy lev4ls should depend 
on characteristics of workers such as their ability, experience 

65 



and education?" 80% of all willing employers answered* "yes . " 
Thus, willing employers are strongly of the opinion that a sub- 
sidized worker's personal characteristics should be considered 
when .determining a level or rate of subsidy payment to the em- 
ployer. 

Employers were asked to express their opinion of an acceptable 
subsidy level if they were to take on one or more workers who are 
either disadvantaged, or welfare recipients. TABLE 27 shows that 
73% of all willing employers felt a subsidy level of 50% or less 
should be required. Perhaps surprisingly, very few willing em- 
ployers, 122 firms or 11%, felt a subsidy level of more than 50% 
would be acceptable. In other words, 812 willing employers or 
73% would be willing to pay from 50% to 75% of a disadvantaged 
worker's salary or a welfare recipient's salary, while the govern- 
ment paid the remainder. 



TABLE 27 



Opinion of Acceptable Subsidy Level Provide d by 
Employers Willing to Participate in a Wage Subsidy Program 



Suggested 


Number 




Subsidy 


of • 




Levels 


Employei^"^ 


-Percent 


'25% 


247 


< 2*2 . 3 


50% 


565 


51.0 


75% ^ 


98 


8.8 








Over 75% 


' 24 


2.2 


Multiple Answers 


36 . 


3.2 


No Response 


138 


; 12.5 


TOTAL - - 


1108 


100.0 



■ "■" ... f- 

. TABLE 28 depicts willing employer ' opinion of 'acceptable 
subsidy level by size of firm. it will be noted that approxi- 
-cn oo^ ^ ^^'^ willing employers with 10-19, 20-49, and 
- ' whl?e nn?i°?fir T'tl'^ V'^ ivilling to accept ^ 25% level of subsidy 

while only 1-6% of the largest firms-, those with 100 or more em- ' 

oJhPn^nr ? ^^cePt a 25% subsidy, level. On the 

. other hand, if the break is considered at the 50% level of subsidy, 
1^ would appear tliat firms employing 50 employees or more- are some- 
what more -Ukely to accept a subsidy level of 50% than'are firms 
employing 49 employees or less. . One Wndred percent of firms, with 

''. ■ "66 • 
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^♦50-99 workers would accept a subsidy of 50% or less compared to 

92% of firms with 100 or more workers, 86% of firms with 10-19 
workers, and 82% .of firms with 20-49 woprkers. 

'* ' * » 

TABLE 29 depicts the level of subsidy willing employers of 
various industrial categories believe to be necessary to enable 
employers tQ/..hire subsidized workers. Service Industries and Fi- 
nancial, Insurance & Real Estate firms may tend to demand appre^cia- 
bly higher levels of subsidy than levels demanded by firms in other 
industrial categories. Onlyv ten firms .or eight percent of the 
willing Service Industry fir^s, and seven firms or ^15% of the will- 
ing Financial, Insurance & Real Estate firms would consider a 25% * 
subsidy. I^evel acceptable. On the other hand, 42% of the Manu- 
facturitig firms (54 firms), 36% of the Construction firms (23 
firms), and 34% of the Retail & Wholesale Trade firms (77 firms) 
would consider a 25% subsidy level acceptable. 

Whereas 80% of all willing employers felt the personal 
characteristics of a subsidized person, such as ability, experi- 
ence, and education should be considered when determining an 
appropriate level of subsidy, 71% of willing emj^loyers also felt 
that the wage subsidy level should depend on the characteristics 
of the -job- such as skill and educational requirements. In order 
to respond t6 the wishes of the great majoril;y of employers will- 
ing to^^participate in d wage subsidy program, appropriate wage 
subsimr levels would have to be set in-relation both to personal 
characteristics of the trainee and characteristics of fhe job. 

Conversely, employers were not nearly as unanimous in their" 
opinions as to whether the subsidy rate should depend on the wage 
level of the job. When asked, ''Do you think the subsidy level for 
a $2.00 an' hour job should differ from the subsidy level for a 
$4.00 an hour job?'* only 490 employers or 44% replied "yes.'* On 
the other hand, 609 employers or 55% felt that subsidy level shoulcK^ 
not depend on the wage level for a jobo 

. Employers were further queried as to their opinion whether or 
not the level of subsidy for each job could be determined effecr 
tively through a bidding process among employers. It was ex- 

. plained that under such a method a bid Tvould be submitted in the 
f o^'m of a proposal by an employer stating his commitment to a 
program. The company offering the most attractive proposal and 
training plan within a given industry would be grantedthe first 
opportunity to participate in Such a program. Sixty-seven percent 
of the willing employers (745) did not feel a bidding process would 
be an effective method of determining the level of subsidy for 

^ varioi|s~-;jobs . • ' 

r 
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2. Types of Jobs That Could be 'subsidized 



Employers willing to participate in a wage subsidy program 
were asked, "If you hired workers through a wage subsidy program 
what occupational groups would they be likely to enter in your ' 
firm?" An employer could select 'from one to nine occupational 
groups. Employer selections were tallied by occupational group. 
TABLE 30 indicates the greatest number of firms (366 firms repre- 
senting 19% of the total sv^Jections made by respondi-ng firms) 
would be likely to accept subsidized workers into Service occupa- 
tional groups, while 348 firms (18% of the total .selections made 
by responding firms) would be likely to utilize subsidized workers 
in Clerical & Sales occupations. Conversely, 57 firms (three 
percent) would be likely to utilize subsidized persons in Farming, 
Fishing & Forestry occupations, while 135 firms' (seven "percent) 
would-be likely to utilize subsidized persons in 'Processing 
occupations, and 130 firms (seven percent) would be likely to 
utilize such workers in Bench Work occupations. 
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When employers were, asked if they anticipated an expansion 
in their work force during the next two years, 50% or 554 will- 
ing firms replied. ''yes wiFiile 46% or 514 firms replied "no" and 
41 firms (four percent) failed to respond to this'particular 
question, » 

• • 

Those employers who anticipated an expansion in Iheir work , 
force during the next two years were dsked to estimate the number 
of new Employees tfig^^ would^'fie required as a , result of expan- *^ 
sion, TABLE 31 below^^epicTt-si the estimates made by such employers, 



TA^LE 31 

, ' Willing Employer Estimates of the Size of Their 
^' . Anticipated Expansion 

» » 
Size of Anticipated • 
Expansion (No. of 
Workers.) ' . 



J 



1-3 

4-6 ■ - 
7-9 - . ■ 

Non-Response 

■ Mi 



Numiber of Employers Percent 

139 12.6 

148 13 . 3 

24 . 2.2 

114 ^ ' 10.3 

683 61.7 



One hundred fourteen v4i'niQnt firms, or ten percent of- all 
firms willing to participate in a .wage ^subsidy program, antici- 
pated a work force expansion of more thati ten employees during 
the next two year|^^ Overall, 425 firnTs, or 38% the willing . 
firms, anticipateffi;^^^^ for^e expansion anywhere from one to more 
than ten additioniil ^ployees. 



TABLE 32 depict^ occupational groups that subsidized workers 
ar6 likely to Brit^'^cross-c^assif i^d by employer estimates of 

" wcfrk force during the next two years. 



^ticipated expansion of 



When employers were a^ked their opinion as to whether or not 
-^a-^v^age sitbs,icty P^^^-^^"^ ^^"V yi crease the anticipated expansion 
jir respectii^/rwork force durinj 



g the next two years, only 
More than- 73% or 811 employ- 



238 employers or/#m,replied "yes.V 

ers ^elt a wage j^bsldy pi^pgram would nt>t increase anticipated 
expansion.^cin the^|worfc4f 
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The* overwhelming majority of willing firms-, 1066 firms or 
7o of all. willing firms, stated that subsidized jobs within 
their tfirms* would be entry level jobs rather than more advanced 
positijbns^^^^^^^^^^ . " 

c ' Employers were qu.eried to determine their opinion as to 
whether or iK)t jobs with certain characteristics should -be ia- 
-nuded in a wage subsidy program. " Employer preference was as 
^ stabbed below* 




Opinion of Certain Characteristics Which 
Could >Pertain to, a. Subsidig;ed Job " — 



Seasonal Jobs 

High Turnover Jobs 

Lo^Wage'^ Jobs 

(minimum wag^ prXless) 

Jobs Without Fringe Benefits 

Jobs With9ut Promotion ^ 
« Possibilities • / 

Part-time Jobs 



XYES 


NO 


* N.,'.R. 


55% . 


44% 




^3% 


66% 










78% 


21^0 


■ 1% 


,72% - 


27% 


; 1% 


63% 

'4' 


" 34%' 

> 


. " 3% 


48% 




2% . 



Duration of Subsidy " 

Employers wpre ^Iso asked to provide their opinions concern 
appropriate duVation- of a wagfe subsidy (Refer to TABLE 34 ). 
.than 1^71% of all employers willing to", participate in a wage 
idy program felt that 12 months or less would be an adequate 
tion for a subsidy.- Conversely, 17% of such employers felt 
18 or 24 months sltpuld be the duration of ^subsidy:- ' 

. -iln addition, 771 employers,, or-70% of-the willin"g employers 
believed a subsidy should decrease over a period o'f time'^ Twent 
eight percent felt the subsidy level should remain constant 
throughout the dui«ation of the subsidy,, and. two percent did not 
respond. 

' ' 'v ' 

Furthermore, 75% of all employers willing to part-ici-pafe in 
a- wage subsidy program 'were. of the opinion that the'duration of 
a wag« subsidy should 'depend on the c/iaract eristics of the job ' 
such as skill or educational requiremenXfe. : • . .. 






of Sjubsidy as 



ed by Willing) Employers" 



umbeB of 



eeomiriended 
Duratiori of 
the Subsidy 

6 mos , 

12- moBy 

18 ^s., 

^ inos. 

!ultiple Answers 
No Response 
TOTAL ' . 

Post-SjJbsidy Commitment 

Employers were quest ioned^abcrji't . possible employer commit- 
ments to subsidized' workers after the subsidy ends. * Of parti 
lar importance was the statement^ by 952 firms .(86%) that the ' 
would be willing, to guarantee. full-time , employment at fhe eiid 
of the subsidy period if tl>ei^ trainee perfdrms satisfactorid-y 
on the job during this pef^^od. Actually, amorig^ firms wl^*50- 
employees, only 67% were billing to guarantee; employmeht.. Con 
versely, ail other firm sizes studied were more williilg than 
the average (86%,) to guarantee employment: ' 



Firms " 


^ .'^P* T* r* <3 n "t* 


391 • 


35.3 


400 


36.1 






151 




'49 . 


/ ■ ^4.4 




• 




•. 7.5 


♦ \ / 




1108/ ' 


>: 100". 0 



u- 



99 



1%, of .the.firm^ with 10-19 employees were willing to 
guarantee employment'. ^ ' " - ' 

- 96%" of the firm's with 20-;49 em^loyee^ were wiliing to 
guargjitee employment. v - r ^ 

- All f\rms employing 100 or more >vere willing to guarantee 
• employment. * * . 



. Employer^ willing 1;o participate in a wage subsidy program- 
stated overwhelmingly that^^ termination of the sutsddy period 
they- would agree to pay workers the wage they 'received during 
.the .sub^dy period plus in^rea^^s. determined through regular 
promot^i^on' policies. Slightly -more thah^'95% of all willing em- 
ployers were agreeable to such pi-actice while- only three percent '\ 
were unwilling to agree to 'pay^ formerly subsidized workers the wage 
they [received during the. subsidy period plus, increases determined 
through existing Company policy. 



5.« - Internal Labor Market Consid erations 

—Y^, ^ ^ — — 

When Eiuestioned as to whether taking on subs'idized workers • 
problems among the employer ' s. existing work force. 
786 firms, or 71V of all f iri^fer willing. tovparticipate in a wag4 • 
subsidy program, did not anfipipa'te problems. However, 273 
.firms, 15^, 25%^, did anticipate. 'problems ' (See TABLE 35). 

■• - , Anticipated problems wererquite diverse and no one particu- 

problem, except resentment" aroused among regular employees of 
'-the.f33?m, appeared to bp significant. • ^ • • 

'. . ' r 5 

■ ' TABLE 35 . i 



Willing Employer Estimate of -Potential Internal Problems that 



" ^ ~ -^^ww^^w^w^^ J.AAt^^AA ia. J. i 

Coui^ Argge^T-rdm a° Wage Subsidy Proira¥ 



"7 




.Types of ^ Internal 
Problems Anticipated 

He^entment , 

<K 

Jealousy v ' 
Union . , 

j>f*inancial 

Cause Job Insecurity 
* PasCtI Experience 
Antagonism 
Miscellaneous 
No Answer . 



Number of EmploySrg ^'^ Per/ent 



93 • 


/.8.4 


30 ^ ' . 


/ 2.7 


45. ^ y 


^ ' 4.1 


30 


, ••. 2.7- 


5 


'd;4^ 




' 0.8 


23 - 


- .2.1' 


53 * • 


4.^ 


819 . 


7 3. '9 


1108 

1 * 


100.0 



TOTAL 



Those -employers who .did not anticipate problems among their 
.existing work force as a result of taking , on subsidized' workers 
were -ques.tioned as Xo why they did Aot anticipate sudh-prob.lems. 
TABLE 36- provides a categorization of emplbyer respons'es. ' - 



TABLE 36 



Reasons Gi ven for Non-Antic ipativ#n%g.^ProbIe ins Among 
Existing Work Force as a Resul t;a»if Tnij-.-ino- ^r, q-Tk^ — 



Existing work Force as a Rgsultljbf Tjfeing on Sub^ 

sidi2 ^ed Workerfe^l ^ ' ' 

' 



Type of Employer 
. Comment 

Employees \/ouldn't Know 

Attitude o* Workers ^ 

.Trainee Expected to do 
Fair Share- of Wo^ 

•Total Vfages in Regular- 
Payscale 

Set Procedures and 
' * Instructions » 

Employee Accepts 
Decisions 

5ast Experience 

Miscellaneous 

fit • 

Nq Answer \ 

/ 



Number of- Employers 
.131 

158 - 

■ 80 ^ 
• 33 
29 

•45 

145- . . 
i . . ' . "A 
393 



Percent 
11.9 




TOTAL 



U08 



100.0 



The-' great majority of • employers , 950- firms and 86% df'all 
employers willing to participate in a wage subsidy program,' 
■anticipated their nonsubsidized personnel would cooperate fully • 
with any subsidy program .the employer, might decide to participate 
in. Only 68 employers (six percent) aaticipa-ted'lack' of ' coope;ra- 
tion from^ nonsubsidi*zed personnel. '• 

• ' " " • ' ■ 
*• Among employers willing to participate in- a wage subsidy 
(proigram, only' 135 firms or 12% employed union workers., -896 firms • 
or 81%. did not employ uiiion workers, and .76 firms or seven percent 
did not respond tXi this particular question 

- • only 37 firms or- three percenfr ol .all firms "willing to par-- 
ticipa:te in a wage subsidy program^ anticipated a union would ' - - 
;0>bj,eQ^ion to pa'rtici\patibn by>the firiri in- a wage^ubsidv 
.^prograftn. . ^ ° 



■ 6. ' Competitive Advantage s '^.'i " ' 

All enfployers who were willing to participate in a wage sub- 
. . sidy progiram were ,ask^d the .question: ''Do you believe that' a wage 
subsidy program could^'give some firms a, competitive .advantage 
' over other firm^?'' Fifty-four percept (594 firms) did not expect 
^ that a wage subsidy program in one fi^'m^ would ..create a competitive 

adyantage oyer other firms. Fqrty-thr^-^p^cent (473 firms) stated 
* their , belief that a ivage subsidy program could give some firms a 
cpmpetitive advantage over ottxer fix*ms. VarioXis types of competi- 
tive advan^age^ mentionedJ)y employers were lower cost of produc-^ 
•tion, lower prifces of^^6pds produced, and inareased profits. 
;^ ' ^ , ; ' X ' " " . L 

_ ' ^ Only/ 174 enjRloyers or*lj5%' believed that tiae potential amount 

-of competitive advantage ^creajed by a wage subsidy program could 
T' be significant; while 337 employers or ^0% did not believe there 
would be'^jtS^ signif icantocompetitive advantage resulting from a 
^ '"^age subsi";dy program, and--&97 employer^ 6r 54% did not respond 
to this issue. * n 

, 7 . Administrative Controls and Procedures ^ 

) Employer^ were asked to resp6nd to a number of questions < 

. . ' ' dealing with administrative controls and/or procedures that mighty 
: . be made k par-U^f a wage sul^sidy ^r^igram. As kn example, employ-* 
ers- were asked^^lir they W<^uld prefer subsidy to be paid directly 
to, the trainee or ^to the employer. ThemajoritJ^ 643 employers 
or 58% preferried -m^t ^bsi^^dy be pai^ tO( th^^ 

^ yerseljc, 405 employers '%f5?=-3¥^S-42£efe^ .be paid 

directvly to the trainee. - « - 

- Employers were questioned as to their opinion of the need for 

provision, of fringe benefits to subsidized'workers. The. great - 

majority of employer's willing to participate in a wage subsidy 

program, 852 employers or 77%, felt that f^ringe .benefits should be 

provide'd to subsidized workers. On the other hand, 238 employers 

or 22% did not .>believe that fringe benefits should be provided t9^ 

subsidized workers^ » - » , - 

* , - m 

When asked if they 'believed the level of subsidy should* apply 
to wages and salaries; only,^or to wages, salaries and.fringe 
^benefits, 604 firms- or 55% stated the level of subsidy should 
apply to wages, salaries and fringe benefits. 

Employe'rs' .were guite willing to agree not to displace a ' 
regular employee with a subsidized worker during the subsidy 
period. Such agreement was stated by 957 employ«erS; or 86% of all 
willing ' emp^Xoyers. * Onl^ 1,10 f irms^ or ten^p'ercent felt unwilling 
, » or unable to agree not to displace ;^s^ regular employee with a sub- 
sidized worker, wliile 41 .employei^S/^^r ^our percent failed to re- v 
' spond to this, question. ' ' * * ' 

Employers were^ asked whether or not' they Would be willing to 
. • ' . ' • ' ■ . . 78 ■ . , ' . 



have their supervisors participate in training sessions for better 
^ understanjiing of interpersonal relationships. - The majority of em- 
ployers, 734 firms or 66%, would be willing to have their super- 
visors participate in interpersonal relationships training, while 
^42 employers -or 31% would.be unwilling to assure such participa- 
tion. Failure to respond to this specific question was noted for 
61 firms or three percent. " ' / 

E5nploy.ers proved to be -strongly in favor of frequent evalua- 
tion of subsidized workers. /It was the opinion of 772 firms, or 
70%- of all willing firms, that the appropriate frequency of 
performance evaluations fpi»- subsidized workers is every month. 
. Every thjree months was viewed as the appropriate frequency by 191 ' 
^ employers, or 17%, while-- 118 firms or 11% vie^e.d ever^ two months 
r >as an appropriate frequency of performance evaluation for subsi- 
•jdized workers. ' " % ' 

VVillingnessC to provide , data on the employment hisfory of the 
firm and. the employment experience of subsidized workers was 
• evidenced by 976 employers, or 88%^^ all 'willing employers. Efn- 
. ployers .were- informed that-some of the^required information would 
include dast a on : ' ' ' \ . • 

!• "Occupational a,nd industri'ad composition of overall 
employment in your firm 'for the - two' years before the 
, subsidy periad and during the subsidy '^period, " 

'Occupational and industrial composition, o^ subsidized 



* • ^- jf ^^^i^ 

, _ ^ siotS. ^ . ^ . ^ i« ^ 

• ; ,3. "Hours and earnings associated with subsidized slots." ' 

.1 -However, 127 employers, or 11% of all willing 'employers , 
were either unable or unwilling to agree to provide sucTi data. ' • 

8 ;- j vpraining. . ' ^ „ 

• All employers who were willing to participate in a.wage^dti- 
sldy program .were queried as to their opinion on the value of 
jformalized training as a supplement to a wage subsidy, program.- 

Nearly four oui o:^ five .empl.byers , '.868 firms (78% of all 
williilg employers) believed that subsidized workers should -.re- 
ceive formal training, either on or off the job. during the'sub- 
si-dy period.. On the other hand, 222 firms or 2(5% did not. feel 
sufih -formal training shoKifU Be a necessary part of a wage subsidy 
program. The non-response rate for this question was two percent 
or 18 firms. , ' ' ' i . ■ 

Among all employers willing to participate ' in' a wage subsidy 
•program, 513 firms or 46% felt such training .could best be provided 
on the job, 172, firms or 16%. felt such training could best be 
-'lirov.ided off the job, ancl"203 employer^ or 18% felt that both .. 
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on-the-job and off-the-job formal training might be appropriate. 
The non-response rate for this question was 22Q firms or 207o. 

Asked to cite their preference for various forms of off- 
the-job training for subsidized workers, employers failed to 
show any strong preference for one form as opposed to another. 
Onfe day per^ week of training was the stated preference of 159 
firms-, or Wk% of all willing firms. Full-time training foia part 
of tlje subsidy period was preferred by 116 firms or 11%, while 
188 employers or 17% preferred other, non-specified schedules of 
training. The non-response for this question averaged a high 64%, 
even considering that roughly 20% of ^he total employers were auto- 
matically ''non-response'' to this question since they had previously 
stated they did not believe subsidized workers should receive for- 
mal training. 

Approximately 52% of all employers willing to participate in 
a wage subsidy program (572 firms) expressed, a williiigness to re- 
lease subsidized workers for additional basic education if such 
experience seemed appropriate. Conversely, 294 firms (27%) were 
unwilling or unable to'hiake such a promise, and 242 firms (22%) 
did not respond to this question. 

Employers of the 135 firms that employ union workers were 
asked to appraise anion willingness to train subsidized workers. 
Twenty-nine a,nticipated union willingness to train subsidized 
workers,- and thirty-seven firms felt the union would not be will-* 
ing to train subsidized workers. The remainder of the* firms either 
were unable to answer the question or failed to respond to the' 
question. ♦ " * 

9. supportive Services • * , ' ^. . . 

Slightly more than four out of f ive; arifp-l-oyers .(908 firms or 
'82% of all willing firps) felt that -the provision of supportive 
services such as medical, transportation, or coiiilse ling by the 
Employment Service for subsidiz^ workers would" be beneficial in 
the early, stages pf their * training; i^' Such* ser^^ice provision Was 
viewed as not likely to be beneficial 4)x 187 .firijis ol- 17%. 

' Approximately two-thirdS >)f all employees (716 .or 65%) would 
j3e willing to allow siibsi(kzed workers a certain amount, of re-' - 
lease time to receive Supportive 5>ervices when nece^sary.^* , How- 
ever, 323 ^^ployers or ^9%*w^re unwilling to provide such release 
tinie^ and 69 employers or six percent failed-^to respond to thls/r 
question. • ' f 



APPENDIX A _ 

TECHNICAL APPENDIX: SURVEY STRUCTURE. SAMPLE SELECTION AND SURVEY 
PROCESSES 

The structure of the two-phase employer survey was as 
f ol lows : 

Phase I: The developmep^ of a short survey instrument which . 
was mailed to all Unem^Sloyment insurance covered employers 
in Vermont. This form detailed broad boundries of a po- 
tential ''Private Sector Special Work'* project in Vermont and 
asked employers for informational input. After the questioTL- 
naires were returned, they were processed and analyzed. 
Following the preliminary analysis of the maill questionnaires, 
prospective employers for a face-to-face interview were 
identified. 

Phase'll: During Ph^-sevII, face-to-face interviews were under 
taken with a representative sample of employers, with size and 
composition determined by the nature of responses received 
from the mail survey o It was previously decided that the mjjli.. 
Vum number of employers to be interviewed in the face-to-face 
survey should be at least 250,. It was necessary to secure and 
train temporary employees to supplement t^e project staff dur- 
ing the "face-to-face interview periods 

Following are the types of questions to which the two-phase 
employer survey attempted to find answers: - ^ 

1. What kinds of persons would private sector employers be - 
wilHrng to hire under a wage subsidy program - welfare recipi- 
ents, disadvantaged? 

2. What kinds of private sector- employers would be receptive 
to hiring additional workers under, a subsidy? 

' Industrial group , . • 

- Size of Firm ' ' ^ ^ 
\ ^ , - Location of " Firm , ' 
' r Expanding or declining work force 

3. For- what kinds of^obs would private sector employers hire 
subsidized workers? , , • 

, • Occlipational group^s 

Entry level or other 

- Wage rates 

- Seasonal/nonseasonal 

- Degree of turnovers 

- New jobs 
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4. ftow many subsidized workers would private sector em- 
ployers be receptive to? 

5. What level and duration of subsidy wouAd private sector 
employers be receptive^ to? / \ 



6. ' What kinds of . administrative controls and procedures for 
a wage subsidy program would private sector employers be re- 
ceptiv^ to? * ' 

7. What kind of post-subsidy commitment to retain workers 
would priviaNte sector employers be receptive to? 

8. What possible problems of competitive advantage between 
firms do private sector employers foresee? 

' - .1 
'.9. What possible internal labor market problems do private 
^sector employers foresee involving: 

i / - Labor union agreements 
- Work rules , — ~ 

- Career ladders * . ' 

- Hirfng s'tandards , c * 

- Morale problems 



10, Do- private sector employers see Wage subsidies as leading 
to a net increase in the number of jobs? 

The mail survey would draw from a fairly large group of / 
private sector employers their general reactions to wage subsidy 
programs, while the more in-depth face-to-face survey would attempt 
to obtain more specMic details from a small representative sample 
of Vermont private sector employers. 

The time frlame for the two-phase survey was originally set to I 
cover ^ix months, from November 1973 through April 1974. Because 
of certain delays this schedule was revised wi,th the completion 
date of the survey changed to May and the tabulation and analysis 
to be done by June 30, 1974. - ' , ^ • 

i " ^ * 

Early in November 1973^ a contract was signed between the 
Vermont Department of Employment Security arfd PRC Systems 'Sciences 
Company, a Division of Planning Research Corppration of McLean, 
-Virginia. This consulting firm was retained to assist the project 
staff with the following assignments : . . 

i ^ ' * - 

il^'^i^^"^^^^^® to' be included in the two^phase em- 

plby^rs' survey to help determine employer receptivity. 

2. Fij^fmulate procedures for inclusioi) in the design of 'the- 
_ survey' instruments to help'^reduce time and effort* to complete 
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■ * 

the survey instruments, prevent respondent bias and inter- 
viewer coding errors, provide adequate quantitative in- 
formation where appropriate, test the accuracy and insistency * 
of responses, and facilitate transference of data for analys^fe. 

3. Assist in the determination and composition of the samples" 
for both the mail questionnaire and the face-to-face inter- 
view "questionnaire, s * ' 

4. Formulate procedures to select firms for the sample. 

..5. Formulate confidentiality procedures. ^ ^ * 

p. Dex^elop field procedures and reliability checks, to help 

insure the quality of employers' responses. 
'* . * ' 

7. Develop a plan to file, edit, key punch and' access 

^ questionnaires. \ * • ' 

8. Develop a plan to tran^f ei^^.daJLa^J.rp.mJhe. questionnaire^f ox 
analyses, either^manual qx;^ computer. 

9. Test mail questionnaires for response bias through the 
utilization of statistical tests. ' 

10. i;^timate standard errors and confidence intervals for 
selected statist ics^^wdhi^e s^^-^stimates are appropriate. 

A. Mail Survey ^ . * ' 

Shortly after the consulting :^irm was retained, the selection^ 
of a sample of employers for the mail questionnaire was made.^ Th^ 
original intent was to mail a questionnaire to all Unemployment , 
Insurance covered em^ployers in the state of Vermont. However, 
there were a large number of small firms as well as public and 
'private nonprofit firms included in the file and it was felt that 
they should be excluded from the survey*. WitKbut experience as a 
guide, it was arbitrarily decided that employing organizations with 
less than ten employees Would not be in, a position to participate 
in progrg.ms of the .type being surveyed anfl should not b^ part of . » 

the su2*vey. Public and private nonprofit organizations had par- 
ticipated in. the previous Special Work Program and' they should also 
be excluded. The file of covered employers also included firms en- 
gaged in agriculture"*, forestry and fishing and it was felt that, 
these firms should also be excluded from the survey. Therefore, 
the»mailing by industrial groups was to be. as follows: ^ 

10-14 Mining' & Quarrying , ' ^ s .i 

15-17 Contract Construction . ^ 

20-^9 Manufacturing • . ^ 

40^-49 Transportation, Communications, Utilities . - . ' 
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50-59 Trade, Wholesale &\Retiul 
60-67 Finance, Insurance &\Real Estatg 
70-89 Services \ ^ ' ^ 

^ s 

• • ' ^ ' \, ' 

It wa3 further determined that a sampl^ adequate to meet the 
objectives of* the sur.vey could be randomly selected from the above 
file of employing organizations with ten or more employees. The 
sample consisted of the following groups: 



Total No> Firms No. of Employees 



1059 
672 
174 
. 132 

TOTAL 2037 



10-19 
20-49 
50-99 
100 and over 



P^^ceni No^ of Firms to 

Sample be Sampled 

50 529 
50 336 
50 87 . 

100 . 132 



1084 



In order tx) obtain a random sample, the file of covered em- 
ployers was arranged by the above employee size groupings and 
every other firm within each of the first three groups was 
selected, while all employers in the fourth group were selected 
(Refer to Section HI for more detail). 

The next step was the development of the survey instrument, 
itse'lf. The first consideration was to make the questionnaire 
fairly comprehensive without making it so long that th^ ^^^Ploy^^^s 
being surveyed would find it cumbersome and fail to re^ond. In 
order to analyze the responses, it was necessary tp devise a coding 
system for ease of identification and access. The coding system 
developed included a unique identification number assigned to each 
firm, the tQtal employment of the firm, the standard industrial 
classification of the f|rm, and a four xiigit location code. In- 
itially it was felt that a com^puter printed label could be printed 
and affixed to a printed questionnaire prior to stuffiYig envelopes 
for mailing. However, a ^control had to be established in order to 
keep track of responses, and this would mean manual entry of coding 
to con'trol sheets. At this point the Automatic Data Processing 
staff suggested printing the questionnaire with name and address of 
the firm" and the appropriate identifying information diractly from 
the** computer. 'This idea served two purposes: first, a duplicate 
of each questionnaire could be printed far cpntrol purposes*, and 
secondly, it would'limit the number of 'questions that could be 
printed on one 82" x 11" sheet.. When it was decided that the - 
questionnaire be computer generated, the number of questions' had 
to be limited to fifteen of two lines maximum. During a two day 
session between the E&D staff and the consultant, a list ql 
quest,ions ^was developed for possible inclusion in the finished 
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questi6nna^rel .In an effort to ki^p^'Sh'e 
simple as pXDSSible, it was felt tnat^ the 
limited to tVo or three at mosto , After 
a final questionnaire evolved and was ag] 
The questionnaires were then- headed and 
sample selection guidelines previojjrSly 



\ 



ThQ next task to be acconvp^shed 
letter to accompany the questionnaire, 
letter format wou-ld be (pn on^^page and wouJ 
purpose of the purvey w^tljxthe hope of ( 
cooperation of employers^ithin tljie sam^ 
was completed (See APPENDIX E ) and prip^dr: 
was folded and stu^^ed klong with the :|u< 
addrelsed postage paid ' ienvelope in wih'3ow 




\ 



i\f§lope 



Afterytfie questionnaire was mailed, 
of quest^^naires were piled in binders numei 
Thes^.-\^^e to be pulledl ^nd\filed in a secon( 
^triereturns were received , from ihe fi^ms sel< 
naires were returned fairly rapidly; ft)r example, within the first| 
two weeks 458 out pf ld84|had been received. Returned questioi>r-;^ 
•naires from the first letter totaled ,525 for a 48.4% rate.^*Sub- 
sequently a reminder ( Seel j APPENDIX F ) wafs mailed to those, firms 
who had not responded with, a completed copy of the questiMinaire. 
The 'second mailing resulted in a return of 249 more questionnaires 
for a total response of 71%. ' \. 

During the time the questionnaires w§re being mailed,^ a*-^pr^- « 
gram was developed for computer^ tabulation and printout of t.h^ 



responses. When the quest ionnali res 
checked ahd coded for key 'punching 
fication. TJiey .were then produced 



were received, they were 
on those' items needing clar^L- 
showing the raw data and also 



blown up to simulate the total univjerse of firms. 
B. Face-to-F^ce Survey 

Cqncurrent with the mail sur.vey, preparations for the second 
survey were Undertaken l?y the E&D staff and the outside conS.ulting. 
firm. It was now time to select- the sample for the face-to-face' 

/interviews, develop the survey instrument', develop an interviewer 
guide, and select and train interviewers. It was decided that the 
sample be selected from the same ' universe of ' employers- which wafe 
used to select the mail. survey sample; that is, Unemplbymen-t 'In- j 
surance covered firms. wit-h ten or more employees ^ .and with the ex- 
' *cluaion of the same groups from the file, namely agriculture and 
government. it was felt that all covered firms with ten or more _ 
employees should be used rath^ th^n just, thos^ who had received- • 
a mail questionnaire or thfe^e^ who had not r^pondet^ to.l^he mail 

' survey to give a more i«ibias0d response. The sample' selection 
also excluded firm§ whose a^fess was at an -out-of-state locatioKU 
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A sample size of 300. was determined to be large enough to assure 
reliability of the sur#a^ while being within reason based on- 
available resources. ifle^ following table depicts the sample 
selection by strata based on available, firms within the state: 





■ Total 


Out-of-state 


Total 


, Sample 


Size ' 


Firms 


AddjtesB 


Available 


Select ion 


10-19 


1059 


• 1 • ■ 
, 110 


949 


146, 


20-49 


672 


> 121 


551 


93 


50^99 


174 


56 


118 


24 


100+ 


132 




59 


3.7 


;totals 


2037 


360 \ 


1677 


300 
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To select the sample oii a random b^sis within each strata of 
firms available, the following scheme was used: 

10-19 - Select every sixth firm a^id skip' every twelfth selection. 

20-49 - Select ^every sixth firm plus the first and last in file. 

'50-99 - Select every filfth firm plus -the first in file. 

100 and over - Select every other firm plus every eighth one ii|i 
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file, 



After the sample size was determined, a computer run was mad^ 
to print out the name, address and ident if icat ion information of 
the firm selecte.d. This printout was made in duplicate: one .ta 
be used as a control, the second one to be burst and snorted by 
local Employment Service offic'e.' ' • 

The next task to be accomplished was tl^e development of the 
survey instrument to be used for the face-to-face interviews. It 
was the desire- of the staff and consulting firm to W-k^ this, docu- 
ment as comprehensive as possible without making it complicated or 
difficult to underst^and. It was ^ necessary to design the jquestion- 
naire so that it would be amenable to coding and computer process- 
ing.^ It. was hoped that most of the ques^tions on the questionnaite 
woulcl have predesignated responses so as to keep op6n-ended or * 
variable-response-type. questions at a minimum. A two-day meeting 
was held b.etweew ' .th.e E&D" st^ff and th^. consultant fda^ the de.velop- 
ment ipf questions for possible ,5.ncrusioit' <in the face-to-face survey 
instrument. A lon^ and* cumberspmie ' list,^ of ipot ent ial questions Was 
developed for inclusion in^a first dra'ft\of the questionnaire. 
The list of the questions was massaged/ aihonded, revised, expanded, 
and compressed, with^many questions demoted and others added until 
an acceptable fourth dl-aft evolved. This draft was then discussed 
wit^ th^ project officer and final revisions were made .-^ Before the 
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final draft, c^the questionnaire was resolved, a major change j. 
the format was incorporated.. It was felt that many firms inter- 
viewed would not want to^ answer the .complete array of questions ^ 
if they were not interested in participating in a wage subsidy 
program. However, we .wanted the characteristics of all firms 
whether they were willing to participate or not^ Therefore/ an 
instruction was included in the first section to proceed directly 
to the last section (involving firm characteristics) if they were 
not vvilling to participate. This would provide for analysis on 
characteristics of firms both willing and unwilling to participate 
without clouding the results by those who were not willing, to par- 
ticipate. Thus, the *final form oi the survey questionnaire was 
resolved and copies were printed (See APPENDIX C). 

The face-rto-face quest ionnair^included instructional state- 
ments as an aid to the person conducting the interview; however, 
it was necesj^ary to develop a manual for interviewer training and 
for reference when in the field. Tl>e E&D staff then developed a 
manual which included general intervi^er guidelines and a de- 
tailed guide of the -questionnaire itself. 

ji ^ \ 

During the latter p^art of February 1974, a number of appli- 
cants i^rere interviewed for positions as interviewers for the 
employer survey. From this group six people were select^ed to 
commence work the middle of. March. Meanwhile, materials were 
being prepared for,^use in. training the Survey Takers. The Survey 
Takers were' brought on board durin^^^tW-week of March* 18, 1974. 
The first few days^ were spent in giV^rig ajgeneral pVerview and' 
orientation to the Employment Service, ^^rvey Takers were then 
given training for the survey itself, ijts purpose and desired 
goals. An interviewer manual was used^ as a guide in the training 
and the questionnaire was used with simulat^ed interviews in role- 
playing sessions. After this training period, a memo was seot to 
each local Employment Service office telling the managers that the 
Survey Takers wpuld^be coming to 4ach local office to get names 
,of appropriate individuals to interview within each firm to be 
sur^feyed. ftfter the names were obtained, a letter was mailed to 
^each firm, addressed to the person whose name had been obtained 
from the local offices. This letter informed the sQ*s^ted firms * 
that they would shortly be receiving a phone call fronra repre- 
sentative from the Employment Servic.e to arrange a date for a 
personal interview. A couple of days after the letters were mailed 
the. Survey Takers started making appointments .by telephone. 'A 
standard memo was developed to be sent out to the local offices ^ 
to inform the managers who would be in their area and ^l^hat firms 
they wou].d be contacting. This was done so the local office 
manager cJould coordinate the activities of his own staff around 
the Suryey Takers and eliminate the possibility of more than on'e 
pers.on visiting an employer during that time. 



The in^terviig/Wing of 269 employers^ took about six weeks with 
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from six to eight people making' the contacts. (Tlie face-to-face 
survey involved completion of .269 questionnaires, -but biily 249 
of. these questionnaires could be included in" the data bdse used 
for the analysis.) This" time was needed beeause of s^iieduling 
problems and the distances involved as well as the,, remkte location 
of some employers. The average interview took from foAty-five 
minutes to an hour-and-a-half , depending on the detail \4cemplover 
was willing to provide. With distances it was necessary to travel 
It was difficult to schedule more than three interviews a day for ' 
each Survey Taker. By the first week of May, the face-to-face 
interviews were pretty much completed. 

After the survey questionnaires were completed, they were 
brought to the Central Office and coded for data entry. it was 
first thought that survey results would be manually tabulated- 
however, after seeing the completed questionnaires it was obvious 
that a manual tabulation would be extremely time-consuming and 
cumbersome and would perhaps lose some oT the significance of the 
data gathered. Therefore, the contract with PRC was amended to 
allow for programming and data pj-ocessing of, the survey results. 
They were to use a Standard Federal Packaged Program with modifi- 
cations to accommodate the survey data. The cards were to be 
prepared by the Automatic Data Processing section at the Department 
•of Employment Security and forwarded to McLean, Virginia for 
processing. The tabulation and analysis was to be completed by 
the consulting f-irm by June 15, 1974. 
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MAIL/ PURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 



loiods 



P.O. BOX 

GREEN MOUNTAIN UPIVt" 
MONTPetlFfl VI. 0^60^ 

5511 07U 0019 



/ 



8» 

10. 
II. 
12. 

14. 



1- WOULO YOUR FIRM r.e INTt^eSTEli >AKl^U PART (N AN FS SP.lKf^- ui-n ua V 
SUSSIOY Pl^iJGRAH Kl.i LOW-INCOME PtP:,JWS7 ^j^S J ^PUNSuKbO ^WAul 

" rr:: :;^;!e^^::^^?^:/ ^^^^ j^rj;^^"::;; ^^^--^-^ - 

OOJOU SEE AN FXPANSION OH^YOUR WOXK FORCE WITHIN THE NEXT YWO 

■ . * 

>. COULO NfcW JOBS B6 CRFilT60 IN YOUh PIKM IF A WAOF SUBSIhV Lf*.; '? 
AVAIIABLE DURING AN INITIAL TRAIN. No PfcPlOO? YfS ^0 

. WOUlO YOU HF WILL ING TO GUARANVfb FHPLOYHfNT OF THE TRAINEF AT THF 

CONCLUSION OF THE SUflSlOY PkRIOO .-^R AT 1.EAST ONE YEAR? YES L NO .._ ' 

EU^S?,riSRK"FORCEf '""^Is '^.''''ll ['J''' '"'"''''^ ^^""'^ 

SHOULO THE AMOUNT OF SUdSIOY CHAWoF UEPENOING ON ABILITIM riF " 
PERSPECTIVE TRAINEES OR SKILL RF.jOn-EHFNTS OF THE J0B7 Y£S __ NO _ 

in L-^^'^L^'^"^'"^ PROGRAM IS INSriTUTEO, -WOUlO YOO PRtFCR THE Sim.;?,iv 
TO flF PAID DIPFCTLY TO THE TMAIN.f OR TO YOU? TRA.NFE '1 EMPLOYER 

I/RaAn"S'FjpER?ENCFT"':«:,r'^' °" 'O"^"^ 

Jim RlL/MtU EXPERIENCE? TRAIN . KHJUIRE JOp RElAfEO FxPfcRIFNCF ... 

loLT^ WNTMS-AFTFR NEW EMPLbYFb!, I.Hf HIRtffDnEriT UH? VHFM Tn - 
THOROUGHLY LEARN T HF I R J0US7 irSS 1 HAN 6 _ eY? „ M,,RF ,haN ll ' 

■> <- ANY COMMENTS MAY 8E MADE UN f^^F Ba'c7 OF THI?-pAGt. m a - . 
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FACE-TO-FACE SURVEY ^QUESTIONNAIRE 



' SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR 

EMPLOYER INTERVIEW 



E & D PRIVATE SECTOR PROJECT SURVfiY 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) - . ' 

A. Previous Participation in' Manpower Programs 

1. Have you previously participated in any Manpower programs? 

Yes ' No 

IF YES, GO TO QUESTION 3 BELOW. , ' . ' 



2. Would ypu give us your major reasons lor not having 
participated in Manpower prd^^rams? 



3, Are>ou using the WIN tax credit? 



Yes No 



YES, GO TO SECTION B, PAGE 2 



4, Why are you not ^using the WIN tnx, credit-?* 

a. Don't know about it 

b. Too many administrative problem^ 

c. Other (Specify) 
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^' Target Groups and Subsidy Levels " . % 

1. Would your firm be willing to hire disadvantager! workerp^ 
through* a wage subsidy program? 



Yes No 



IF RESPONSf] IS NO: 



Why would you not be iijterested in hiring a disadvantaged ' 
worker? ^ 



2. Would your firm be willing to hire a welfare recipieht^' 
through a wage subsidy program? 

\ 

Yes No 



IF RESPONSE IS ^0: 



■ ^ Why would you not be interested in hiring a vvelfr 
recipient? 



\ 

are 



IF RESPONSE TO EITHER 1 OR 2 IS YES,- PtoEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOW. 
IF PESPONS-E TO BOTH 1 AND 2 IS NO, PROCEED TO S^ECTION L, PAGE 16. 



3. Do you believe that wage subsidy t.-vels should depend on 

characteristics of workers such as their ability, experience 
and education? . ' ^ ' 

^ . - ■, Yes No 



, ^Disadvantaged workers ai-e individuals who' are poor, unemployed or 
underemployec^and have one or more of the following characteristics: 
. a. school dropout, ta. „ minority member, c. under 22 years of age 
d. 4o years of age, or over, e. -handicapped 
* - 2 - ' ' 

Welfare recipients are individuals who ^re poor according to Federal 
standards. ^(See insti'uction manual for breakdown). 

<2) • _ ' 
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4. If you were 'to take .on a new worker, what level of / 
subsifly do you believe you would- need to hire one or more , 
workers who are either disadvantaged or' welfare recipients? 

Sugges^ted Subsidy Level 





i 

sen 


! 

j 757, • . 

! 


• i 

' Over . , j 




. _ .! , ., . . 


i 



J- 



Characteristics of the job may affect the, wage subsidy 
level. Do you believe that the wage subsidy level should 
depend on the characteristics' of the Job, such as job 
skill* and educational requirements? 



Yes 



o 



Do you believe the subsidy rate should depend .on the wage 
level of the job; for example, do you think the subsidy 
level for a $2.00 an hour job ^should differ from the 
subsidy level for a $4.00 an hour Job? 



Yes 



No 



Do you believe that the level of subsidy for each^^job 
could be determined effectively through a bidding'^ process 
among employers?' » . 



Yes 



No 



ERLC 



A bid would be submitted in the form of a proposal by an employer 
stating his commitment to a program. The company ofJ&erd-ng the 
mosif attractive proposal and training plan wi^hi^n a given industry 
^A/ould bo granted the first opportun'ity to participate in 'such a 
program, 

(3 ) 
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C.t ''JfewType of Jol3 



I. If you .hired workers through aMvage subsidy program, 
what occupational ^groups would they be likely to 
enter in- your firm? 



Occupational Groups-^ 


T^iployer Sel action 


i 1 i;?^.Qf essional , Technical 
I Silanagerial 


> , ! li-i. 


2 Clerical & Sales 


^ : 


) 3 Services 




j 4 farming, Fishery, Forestry 
1^ — — ~ ^ 




r 5 Procesaing Occupations 
L • 




1 6 Machine Trades 




7 Bench Work 




8 St rue t ur a 1 \Work 

' . - ' r ( ' 




- t 

9 Miscellaneous 




1 • 

FOR EXAMPLES OF THE OCCUPATIONS CONTAIMED IN EACH J 
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP. SEE APPENDIX I 



2. Would these Jobs b<^: 

^ ^ entry level positions 

more«advanced pof^itions 



Yes_ 
Yes 



No 
No 
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APPENDIX C (contM) 

3.. Should jobs with chai'acterist ics such as tho ('gJ lowxni 
f be included in a wag'e sufcsidy level program? 



a. Seasonal jobs 

b. }Ii(?h turnover jobs 

c. Low wag6 jobs 

i (Minimum Waj^e or less) 

d. Jbbs without fringe' 
benefits 

e. Jobs without promoti(3^n 
po'sHjbilit ies, 

f. Part-time jobs 
Other (Specify) 



Yes 

Yes^ 

Yos_ 

Yos^ 

Yes 

Yes 



No 



No. 



No 



No 



No ^ 

No 

No 
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f>. riuratjgj^ of Subsidy . . ' ' ^ 

1. How (long do you'believe t-he wage subsidy should last?' 





Months 




6 


12 


18 


24 


RESPONSE. 







2. Do you believe a subsidy should decrease over a period of 
time? ° , ■ ' 



Yes 



IF RESPONSE TO QUESTION 2 IS NO, GO TO QUESTION 4 BELOW. 



No 



Decreasing the subsidy a sopcilied amount every three months 
is one way 'to do this.^ Whm percentage level of, decrease^ 
would you choose at three month intervals? 



Months 


10 


.20 


30 


Over 


• 3 




















9^ 





















Because of the nature o'f ^he job, perhaps the duration 
of the subsidy should depend on the characteristics -off 
the job. Do you believe the duration of the wage subsidy 
should depend on charadterist.i cs of tho job such as skill 
or educational requirements''' » 



No 
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' *E. • Po s t Subsidy Comniitjtio.nt . 

V • , . • ' ■" ■ - 

We would like to ask you three' questions about possible empUoyei' 
^. committments to subsidized workers after the subsidy ends: . 



1.. Would yoii^^e willing to guarantee full-time cmployiaenc 
^^t t'he end of tSe full subsidy period jf the iramee 
performs satis:^cxox'i ly on xue.^job duiini; xiiis lieiiod? 



yes 



No 



2. At the termination of che suosidy, wouXd you Xu oay 

^workers the wage they rtic^ivod aiirinR- tiie suosidy per^od^ 
plus increases determined ehrough your x'c^4uiar proniotzcor. 
•policies? " , \ 



3. Do you have any uddixioiiu 
rt-fter the sudnLgv 



f ■ 



I 
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« 

Internal Labor Market Cons iderations ' * ' - 

/ * 

A 

,. ' izi\Ts^'„r^oTiifoir '"""'^'^ ''^""^^ -""^ 

^ ■ Yes No 



2. Would you describe the type of problems you anticipate?. 



^"^f^^lier questionnaire, -a number of employers stated 
that thejr anticipated problems", with their work ?orce 
Would-you- tell u^,wBy ^ou do n'or.^nl,ic i pate any pJSbie^^ 

?Sn*rw??r^J/°"K "°^-s'"bsidized personnel to coop'erate 

^ ^'■'^^ ^^^i^^ t° participate 

* V . Yes. . No 



5. Does your company employ union workers'? 

i ' ^ Yes ' No^ 

IF RT-3P0V?E.TS NO, GO TO SECTION G, PAGE 9.- . " • . . 

.6. Do you believe the union would have any objections to' ' 
your participation in a wage subsidy program? ' 



Yes No 
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0. Competitive Advantage 



1. ^ Do you believe that a wage su'bsidy ' pr9g-ram couid give some 
firnTs a competitive advantage over other firms? 




Yea 



N^o 



IF RESPONSE IS NO, -PROCEED TO SECTION H, PAGE* lo'. 
IF RESPONSE IS YES : 

There are, several' kinds of competitive advantage which - 
might arise. ° Which 6f the following do v'ou believe could 
apply? 

*!---■ 



a. Low cos.t of production' 

b. Low prices of goods produced 

c Increased profits 

\. 

d. Other " (Specify) 



Yes 
Veb 



' No 



2, -.Do, you believe th^t the potent,ial amount oi' competitive 

advantage created by the wage subsidy' could oe :jigniiicant? 



IF RESPONSE IS TES: ' . 

Can yoii give any reasons? 



Yes 



■ 1 
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i. If you participatPd in a wao-^ o„Ko-i^ 

prefer the subsidy to b2 oairt S P^^S^^"--. "'ould 

ov to you? • ^^"-^^ directly to the trainee 

* 

' ^ Trainee Employor 

• • - I 

- 2. What is th^ reason for your preference? 



Yes_ >^o 

) 



4. Do_ you believe the level of subsidy shourc applv / 

-•, a. wages arid salp^ries • 

... . Yes >:q 

b. wages, salaries and fringe 
benefits ^ 



Yes 



Yes ' vo 



Tn 'tralning'seL'JpnS f or^'bettlTunr^T'^^^"-^ particip.^t 
personal relationships?* understanding of inter- 

Jes No 
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J.. During the training period of a subsidized woi^ker it ^ 
mght be useful to evaluate l.er/his performance! 'ho^. 
o.ten do ypu believe this should be done? V 



-a. • Every month 

b. Every -two months 

c. . Every "three months 



Yes 

Yes_ 

Yes 



No- 



No 



^ould you be willing to provide data on the emnlovnent 
history of your firm and the employment experience o? 
subsidized w,orkers-in your firm? Some ofth^ required 
information includes data on: i-ne required 

a. Occupational and industrial composition of overall , 

the^nh^^H ^^'^^ ^'^"^ y^^^s before 

the subsidy period and during the subsidy period. 

b. Occupational ^nd industrial composition of subsidized 

c. Hours and earnings associated with subsidized slots. 

Ves ' No 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) 
I , Training 




1. Do you believe that subsidized worjcers should receive 
formal training, either on or off ''the Job during the 
subsidy period? 



Yes ■ No 

IF NO, GO TO SECTION J, PAGE 14. 

2. Do you believe that such t^raining should be conducted on 
or off the dob?^ . — 



a. On the job j 



GO TO QUESTION 4 
b. Off the job | | qo TO QUESTION 3 



Do you prefer one or more of the following ''of f-the-job'' 
training plans for subsidized workers? 



a. One day a week Yes 



No 



b. Full-time training for part of 

the subsidy period ^ yes No 



c. Other (Specify) yes 



No 



1 

4. Would you be willing to release workers for additional 
basicp education if such experience seemed appropriate? 

Yes No ,, 

i ■ 

IF NO, GO TO QUESTION 6, PAGE 13. 
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APPEHUIX C (cont ' d) 



5. Please r^nk according to desirability the schedules 
listed below that could be used to provide additional 
training or basic education to subsidized workers. 



a. One day a week ! 

b. Full-time training for .part of 
the subsidy period 

c. mOier (Specify) 



Yes^ 

Yes_ 
Yes 



,No_ 

No 
No 



6. Would the union, be willing to train subsidized workers? 



Yes 



No 



Unable to answer 



r 



■4 
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APPENDIX C (cont 'd) 



J. . Supportive Services 



!• ^J>o'.y.6u feel that the provision of supportive service^ 
such as ipedical*, transportation, or counselinc^ by the 
employment service for' subsidized workers woui-d be 
bffneficial in the early sta^res of their training? 

Yes No 



SEE APPEVmx II > FOR DETAILS - 

/ 

2. V/ould you be willing to allow subsidized workers a 
certain amount of release time to receive su^pportive 
services when necessary? 

' * Yes ' N< 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) 



K: Net Increase in Jobs 



' 1. Do you anticipate 'expansion ^ in youi^ work force durin: 
the next two years? " ^ . 




Ye§ 



No 



IF RESPONSE IS NO, PROCEED TO QUESTION 3 BELOW, 



2. Can you give an estimate by how much? 



\ 



Number 

4 

Percent of current work force 



3, Could a wage-subsidy program increase the anticipated 
)' expansion in your work force during; the next two years? 



Yes 



IF !?ESrc\\SE TS NO., PROCEED TO SECTION L. PAGE 16. 



'•"^n" do you believo a wa^;e subsidy could increase the 
^xpansibii' of your work 'force over and above the extent 
to which Vou believe\it will expand if no v/asre subsjdv 
^-xi5^ts? Possible reasons include: 



n., 



Permits incrrased production without 
j ncreas^rf^iabqr costs 

The subsidv r'?duces- nmployer training 
costs ^ 



c. Other (St>ecify) 
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APPENDIX. C (cotrf'd) ' - , • 

^' I.. Kinds of Employers ^ ^ 

.^01 /Lfrlo^^^^ INDUSTI^Y,AS DERIVED FROM 

bA^^PLE INFORMATION, IS ENtERED' HERE. • ■ ^ 



1. H^wmany new workers did you l^ire durini 

/ '■ 

a. 19'?3?-. 

b. 1972? • 



"••hat proportion of these /new, hires ar-e accounted for bv 
normal turnovi^r? 



What was the tot^l sum af workers , in your firm during: ' 

a. 1973? . - - - 

b. 1972*? , - ■ 



H'hat is the apnroximate size of vryuv v/ork forof^ e?ch 
quarter of the vear? " ' ' 





uarters 








3 


4 • 













ERIC 



(16) 
109 



4 
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APPENDTt^C (cont^d) 
5, 



V/^ have grouped all possible job descriptions into nine 
categories. Could you provide the appropriate proportion 
of your work force that falls i'nto each of the following • 
occupational -groups? 



i 



Occupational Groups-'- 


Proportion of Work Force^ 


1 Professional, Technical, 
Managerial 




2 Clerical & Sales 




3 Services 




4 Farming, Fishery., 
Forestry 




5 Processing Occupations 




6 Machine Trades 


^- — ■ /' ■ \ 


7 Bench Work 


' — ^ 


^ Structural Work 




Miscellaneous 


* - 



FOR- EXAMPLES OF THE OCCUPATIONS ''CONTAINED IN EACH 
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, SEE APPENDIX I. 



In "reference to the occupations in the above t.abJe^ what 
is the range' of entry level wage rates in the occupation 
for which you w^uld hire subsidized workers? 



.5 Low 



High 
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APPENDIX C (cont ' d) 



-7. Please rank by importanSe (r throu-h 6) whero von would 
-xna most of your neviwprkers. 



Referrals by^other employees 
b. Response to newspaper ads 



c . 
d. 
e. 



Vermont State ' Employment Service 

Priv2|;te employment agencies 

(■ ' 

Walk- Ins 



f * Other.;;, (specify) 



J 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) S 

- ' -^P-^^^°"^l.-Gro"P^ to be T;..Hnn ^o.^ ^to^Face Intervimv. 

Draftsman, mechanical, Dental Assistant, radio & TV 
announcer, Lab. Assistant, manager trainee " 

^ 2 Clerjcal & Sales ' ■ , ^ 

Secretarial, clerjc-typist , keypunch," receptionic,t sales- 
person counter clerk, messenger, m^il clerk ' 

^* Servic es , * 

^T«n.t'°^' S^^^ Counterman, Kitchefi Helper, Nurse A ^.d 
Janitor, Charwoman, Waitress, Orderly, Chauffeur - 

Farming, Fishery fc Forestry • ^ 

Laborer (nursery, landscape), groundskeepf^r 
^ P rocessing- Occupations 

Laborer (wood preserving, kiln operator, wood hacker 

• 2 ^1^;/''*'"^"^"*' ^^"^^^l^-^^er, concrete mixer, hrlck 
Jfe tile maker, die presser, tanning 

• Machine Trades 



f^^^f^r^^^J'-^^ic & repairman, basket, assembler, toolmaki-<- ' 
we'aee^/'ln'it^er^'^''' "^^'^"'^^ " repairmen. 'cabin^^Mak^r, 



Rench Work 



Structural Work 



Electrician (helper), carpenter , 'construction worker X ' 
cerr.ent mason, honso builder, maintenande man 



AIi<^cellaneous 



'^"Jninr'!^ bus driver.: sewage plant attendant, logging 
mining, „^as station attendant, taxi^driyei' , , packaging 
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APPENDIX C (cont'd) , 
APPEVniX IT ' 

r , 

■Su pportive S ervices 

1 . . ^lodicai determination 

2 ''Inor Medical (Under ^tOO) 



A 



^rhyc^ical rehabilita'ti%?y(Over SlOO) 
P9ycholo(;ical evaluation. , / 



Mental rehabilitatiop (psychiatric 'counselincr) 

6 Alcoholic rehabilitation 

* 

7 Denta]; care 

S Child care ^ ' . 

P ^^upportive counsellno; 

^'"^ ^ Supplemental instructi"Dn 

Purchapo of occupation related material 

■> « 

-2 Transportation 
"•r; Other 



1 
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APPENDIX D ' " » 

FREQUENT RESPONSES TO -MAIL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM 16: "ANY 



COMMEjjjg;S MAY BE MADE ON THE BACK OF THIS PAGE." 



!• Employer feels prospective trainees would be too under 

or too u'nrskilled to profit from training in the^ particular skills 

utilized by hife company. (30 responses) . ' 

2. Employer feels it Is unreafe*onable to be reouired to guarantee 
employment for one year after en'd of subsidy. (29 responses) 



♦ 



3c Employer feels company is too small to profit from program or 
txD^be of bene^fit to program. (24 responses) 

4.' Employer's business is strictly a seasonal operation. (24 re- 
sponses )> , * ^ 

5^' EmRlpyer -^does not approve of government programs in general 
anck/'welf are" in. particulax. (22 responses) 



6. Employer feels problems wUll^ arise between his regular em- 
ployees and subsidized trainees due to benefits being received by 
^subsidized 'workers which are not available to regular workers. (18 
response^) 

7. ' EmployBf f.eels not enough information was provided by survey 
instrument do all^ow him to respond adequately. (17 responses) 

8. ' Employer fearful that "recipients would take advantage of the 
program^." (15 responses) ' ^ 

9. Employer's firm^ is not hiring at the present time and there- 
fore ^has no interest, in or capacity for a wage subsidy program, 
(^ff' responses) 

10. Employer feels prospecrtive trainees would.be lacking in per- 

* son^lity' or^'intelligence characteristics, deemed necessary for his 
business. Such employers mentioned a need for their employees., to 

« be' except ipnally qualified in public contact work. (Examples of 
types 6f firms, making such comments \yere banks, hospitalism And 
insurance companies.) (12 responses) - r^/^ 

11. Employer alfraid prospect ive.^trainees would be Vlazy." (7 re- . 
sponses) 

% ' ^ . r ^ 

12. Employer fe^s such a wage subsidy program would have too 
many complicatiiins. (6 responses) 

13. Employer feels his type of business requires ebiplpyees to be 
extremely mobile and that trainees would have severe transporta- 
tion problems ge^tting to the job.' ^Example: asphalt paving 
companies . ) (5 "responses) 
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APPENDIX D (cont'd) , ■ ^ - . 

14. Employer's, firm works only outside Ihe State of Vermont. (4 • 
responses) | ^ ' ^ 

15. Employer seldom has staff turnovers and therefore jvould have 
no iteed for or interest' In a wage subsidy program. (3 responses) 

16. Employer is selling business in the near future. (2 responses). 



APPENDIX E • . 

.LETTBK ACCOMPANYING MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE 




STATE OF VKKMONT ° 
I>Et>AKTMKNT OF EMPI.OYMKMT SBOORITY 
MONTPBUKH. VUHUON-l- 0S602 



Felfe-uary ll, 1974 



Dear Vemont Employer: 

During the past t^iree^ais, the'^^ontUtepartment of - - 

^^rjhe^ouM L*' conducted an ex^oi^.tal ^an^^wer'W ^ ^ -.■ 
ject in the public and non-profit sectors of" the--ecoHoI*_ This 
?o ^h?* subsidies to help membex-s idw-in^rfSuxes 

to qbta in permanent jobs in these sectors of the econoS! tSJs 
was accomplished by reiabursiug employers through waSiiubsidSs 
- for a portion of their costs during the initial emplf^inrperlod. 

With ^ °5 limited number of possible job opportunities 

With public and non-profit organizations, there 4»as been speculation 
that such a wage subsidy program would have far «ore^?^n?Ial "^S 

•h[ch^l!.r^f&*° r'^f*^ -nils Jn approa^J 

Which has beeF suggested by various experts in the manpower neld! 

»« avi^=!i'"'t4^^°"^ assessment of the potential of this approach. ' 
ILlL^tf i^"" """■'^r °* employers like yourself to pa ^4 

iitJ*1n«i^*" ^"'■''^^i °' ^♦'i^ «"r^ey will provide m \ - 

Staidf ^"""des and feeling toward wage 

"nVp^t^^ 1 ^® private for profit sector as a mechanism for ultimately 
placing low-income persons in permanent non-subsidized "^^"''"^eiy 

Bncloseid is a short questionnaire and a self-addressed re- 
Jn™niT%^H'^>^°'^ r""" convenience. We are asking you lo kinSly 

JSe of ?SL io™ comments you might have, please use the reverse 
fnH K °r°' responses will be held in strict confidence 

and will be an important contrlLiilioM to this survey. 

forward ^I1o^viirV^"*'**f ^S" out-of-state address, please 

lorwara it to your Vermont address. 



Thank you in advance for your cooperation 



i^fj^y^ JLpuly yours, 



/John White, Director 
y Vennoat State Dnployment iiervice 



116 



APPENDIX F - . , ' 

=— s . 

\: \ ■ 

LETTER' REMINDING EMPLOYERS TO RETURN MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE 



STATE OK VEKMONT 
DEPARTMENT Oi- KMfLOVMENT SU.OUItlTV 
MONTI SUICK, VKKMONT l.l'jfcol 



Fobruary 2S, '1974 



Dear Vermont Baployer: 

This letter Is written as a follow-up to my lett-r -ni-i 
survey questionnaire sent to you on January 21 ^ 9?: ^ 
you) may have overlooked or misplaced duo to your"o4 'bu 
pressures I hope that with this reminder yoC 'iirtSo ti f 
few moments necessary to au^wer the survey questiono ' Eac 
m^i°"^^ response we receive will" aaslal us in our efforts • 

^age sStei;!:"'?^ ^J/'^^r"?""" ^"'Pi^y- attitudc-l tCward 

facfJ^it thL P^iv^te sector. I wish to recmphasize 
tne fact that there are no iinraediate, plans on the o^rt nf ^hio 
agency to put such a program into operation ^ 

0^!°*'^°^!'* another copy of the qdey tionnaixe aJonr/wlth 
an addressed postage pre-paid ea^velope for your convonience 
Thank you very much for yo^ir prompt assistance. • 



JMv/;m 





John Si. Haite, DirtJd toc^' 
Vermont State aiploj*j^'-s>j5vic 



Enclosures: 2 
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